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Tur following Discourses were written for the 
Derence of the truth in the author’s own congregation. 
They are printed as they were preached ; save a few in- 
considerable corrections, and the addition of a few notes. 
They are published at the very general desire of the 
people for whom they were written. They contain 
some local allusions, and some references to the present 
times : but as they may be both local and ephemeral in 
their circulation, the author chooses not to alter them. 

~ Norwalk, August, 1840. 


ADVERTISEMENT TO THE THIRD EDITION. 


SS 


Tue unexpected favor with which the former editions 
of this work were received, and the continued demand 
for it, have induced the author to prepare another 
edition. In doing this, he has embraced the opportu- 
nity to make such improvements as further investiga- _ 
tion and more mature consideration suggested. He 
has also gladly availed himself of the criticisms of Mr, 
Carson, who honored the work with his review. Such 
reply as the author deemed the review of Mr. Carson « 
to require, he has given in notes attached to the place: 5, 
of the text in question. He has done the same with the , 
review of an American Baptist, who writes. under thc 
name of “ Transmontanus.” There are also included, in 
this edition, several dissertations (taken chiefly from the © 
author’s work on Baptist Errors) upon particular poit 
which could not be so fully discussed in the current 
the discourses. : 

Norwalk, March, 1846. 
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L 
MODE OF BAPTISM. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF INTERPRES ATION. 


MATTHEW, Xxvill.19. 


Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, BaPTIzING them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 





Tue disciples of Christ are to be baptized. So all 
evangelical Christians agree: and such is the law of 
_ Christ. ‘But while there is an entire agreement with 
regard to the authority of the law, there has arisen a 

ifference of opinion concerning its interpretation. All 
the leading denominations of Protestant Christendom, 
save one (and it is to Protestant Christendom, if any- 
where on earth, that we are to look for iutelligent views 
of doctrine and of order, and for evangelical obedience), 
all the leading denominations of Protestant Christendom, 
save one, maintain that the mode of baptism is not es- 
sential: and for this opinion they go, not to the decrees 
of the Pope, nor to the traditions of the Papal Church, 
as we have been slanderously reported, but to the 
Word of God. Upon the most careful examination, and 
in making the best and most scrupulous application of the 
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acknowledged rules. of interpretation that we are able, 
we find that sprinkling and pouring are Scriptural modes 
of baptism. Many think further (and I profess myself 
of this number), that.these are the only modes for which 
we have any clear Scriptural example, or even clear 
Scriptural authority, if anything is to depend upon the 
mode. But we think nothing depends on the mode :— 
that the command to Baptize refers to the thing done, 
rather than to the mode of doing it: viz., to a ritual puri-- 
Sying by some manner of application of water : and in 
Which the mode of the application is a matter of entire 
indifference ; provided it be done decently and reverently, 
as becomes an ordinance of God. Hence, we regard 
immersion as valid baptism; and never refuse to admi- 
nister it in that mode, when the candidate for baptism 
cannot be satisfied in conscience with any other. 
But while we believe these things, another large 
- denomination of Christians deem it essential to baptism, 
that the whole body be immersed: and so essential, that 
they refuse to be united in church membership, or to 
_ partake, even occasionally, of the Lord’s supper in co 
pany with others who hold the same Gospel truth ww 
order ; who are of acknowledged piety ; who, according 
to their best understanding, and with the full conviction 
of their conscience, have been baptized ; who differ from 
themselves only in not having been wholly under water 
-in the manner of their baptism ; and who, were they to 
be convinced that immersion is essential to baptism, 
would as soon throw their bodies into the fire as re- 
fuse to be immersed. Their fault is not wilful disobedi- 
ence: it is not neglect 3} it is not any want of candor or 
diligence in examining the question concerning the 
mode of baptism ; it is solely this: instead of subjecting 
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their judgment and conscience, in this matter, to the au 
thority of their Baptist brethren, they have presumed to 
follow their own judgment and their own conscience, as 
enlightened by a careful study of the word of God. 

‘To the law and to the testimony.” Thatword shall 
judge us in the last day, and by that will webe determined 
now. 

In our investigation of the mop of Baptism, I shall 
first remark concerning the principles of interpretation to 
be applied or admitted in determining this question. 

Then, I shall, upon the basis of these principles, insti- 
tute three inquiries : 

1. What would the immediate disciples of Christ under- 
stand from the simple face of the command, “* Baptize ?” 

2. Is there satisfactory evidence, that they always 
administered the ordinance of baptism by immersion 2 

3. On the supposition that our Lord was baptized in @ 
given mode, and that the apostles always practised that 
mode ;—-is there evidence that they considered that one mode 
essential ? 

The preliminary remarks concerning the principles of 
interpretation, together with an application of those 
principles to the method of arguing employed by our 
Baptist brethren, will occupy this first discourse. I 
shall be obliged to take up subjects foreign from the 
common field of sermonizing ; and such as are rather 
scholastic, and not very interesting to a mixed assembly. 
I shall be obliged to tax your patience somewhat : but I 
will make the matter as clear and as interesting asI can: 
and discuss no topic which you will not perceive to have 
a weighty bearing upon the argument before we get 
through. 

1* 
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There cannot be much Gospel in such a discussion as 
this ; as the whole genius of the Gospel is averse to dis- 
‘putations about the mere modes of rites and ordinances. 
I will try, however, to discuss the matter in the spirit of 
the Gospel ; and will endeavor to bring in as much of 
the Gospel of salvation as a disputation about the mere 
ceremony of an ordinance will admit. I proceed 


1. TO THE PRINCIPLES OF INTERPRETATION TO BE AP- 
PLIED OR ADMITTED IN DETERMINING THIS CASE. 

Sir William Blackstone, in his “ Commentaries on the 
Laws of England,” cites the following example for the 
purpose of illustrating one of the principles on which laws 
are to be interpreted.* _ wig 

“A law of Edward III. forbids all ecclesiastical per- 
sons to purchase provisions at Rome.” Now the word 
“ provisions” commonly means “ victuals; « things to 
eat ;” and at first sight the law of Edward III. seems to 
forbid the purchasing of victuals j—meat,—grain,—eata- 
bles,—at Rome. 

Suppose now, on a debate concerning the import of 
this law, one should say, “ The law is express: it says 
‘ provisions,’ and. provisions are < victuals.” Granted: 
such is the common acceptation of the word. Suppose 
he should urge it; and bring a hundred dictionaries, in 
all of which the first and most common meaning of the 
word “provisions” should be « victuals.” Suppose, 
when I question whether the law meant victuals, and 
endeavor to give my reasons, he should lift up his hand 
toward the sun, and cry, “It is as plain as the sun in the 
heavens, and the man who does not see it is not worth argu- 

* Blackstone, Introduction, § oe 
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ing with: all the dictionaries say so : it has been conceded 
a. thousand times that ‘ provisions’? means ‘ victuals.’” 
Suppose he should go further: suppose he should hunt 
up the word ‘ provisions” as used in all the classic Eng- 
lish authors from the days of Chaucer and Spenser, and 
show in ten thousand instances that the word provisions 
means victuals: and that, even in its figurative uses, it 
still refers to something to support and nourish: e. g. 
as when Mrs. Isabella Graham selected a multitude of 
texts of Scripture calculated to give her comfort in death, 
she called them “ Provisions for passing over Jordan.” 
“‘ Here,” says the stickler for victuals, “ here I take my 
stand. If I have not settled the meaning of the word 
‘ provisions,’ nothing can be settled.” And so he stretches 
the law to his dictionaries and classics. Provision shall 
mean victuals ; and all further reasoning is barred away 
from any concern in settling the question. 

You have here, if I mistake not, and as I think I shall 
be able to show, the substance of the Baptist principles 
of arguing concerning the question at issue. 

But no, says Blackstone ; see first for what reason the 
law was made. Search out the meaning of the word 
“ provisions” as used in the “ Canon law” of those days. 

“‘ The law,” says Blackstone, “ might seem to prohibit 
the buying of grain and other victuals : but when we 
consider thatthe statute was made to repress the usurpa- 
tions of the Papal See, and that the nominations to benefices 
by the Pope were called provisions, we shall see that the 
restraint is intended to be laid on sucs provisions only.””* 


-# Mr. Carson says, p. 396, that this “is just an example that 
he would select to illustrate his views of the laws of language. 
The English language gives nominations to ecclesiastical benefices by the 
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The word “ provisions” in this law of Edward IIL. does 
‘not mean grain or victuals, or stores of any kind: but 


“nominations to ecclesiastical benefices by the Pope :” 


and for this law, people may purchase as much meat and 


Pope, as one of the meanings of the word provisions ; and when used 
with reference to ECCLESIASTICAL THINGS, it is self-evidently 
clear that this, and not victuals, is its meaning.” In this case, after all 
other writers and lexicons have made the word provisions mean vic- 
tuals, he will allow writers on EccLEsrasTICAL THINGS to show 
for themselves, that they use the word in a sense entirely different 
and peculiar. But he will not allow Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
Paul the same privilege, in explaining their own meaning of the 
word baptize. Ono: they must mean, they shall mean, what the 
heathen Greeks mean! That point is fixed! As Mr. Carson 
was so kind as to “bestow” upon me divers “ Canon ” I would 
humbly submit to the common sense of my Baptist brethren the 
following inquiries: 1. Whether it be not a sound canon of 
interpretation, that sacRED WRITERS ARE TO BE ALLOWED TO 
EXPLAIN THEIR OWN MEANING, JUST AS HEATHEN GREEKS ARE 
ALLOWED TO EXPLAIN THEIRS? 2. Whether it is not a sound 
canon, THaT THE Hoty Guost is a COMPETENT AND CREDIBLE 
WITNESS, AS TO THE SENSE IN WHICH THE Hony Grost usEs 
THE WORD BaPTizE? 3. That where the New Testament 
Witness differs from the heathen Greeks, HE IS TO BE HEARD 
BEFORE ANY HEATHEN, AND ALL THE HEATHEN THAT EVER 
EXISTED ? es 

Mr. Carson has built his whole work upon a practical denial of 
these self-evident canons. He has taken precisely the ground that 
one would have taken who, having pushed his inquiries concern- 
ing the word provisions up to the very times of the writers on 
ecclesiastical affairs, should there stop, and say, “ It is fixed Sena 
have not settled the meaning of the word provisions, nothing can 
be settled; these ecclesiastical writers must mean, and shall 
mean, nothing but victwals.” And having thus set at nought the 
plainest principles of interpretation, Mr. Carson says, “ Let Mr. 
H. acquaint himself with the philosophy of evidence before he 
ventures to criticise my reasoning.” 


<i 
* 
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grain and other victuals at Rome as they please. ~The 
decision of Blackstone carries all common sense with it. © 
Away go the hundred dictionaries and the ten thousand 
quotations from the classics. No matter how many 
times it might have been “ conceded” that the. word pro- 
visions commonly means something to eat :—Blackstone 
himself makes the same concession, and still maintains 
his interpretation of the law. 4 

In the same manner, if it should be proved indubitably, 
that the word Baptizo (Bamtitw) in classic Greek means 
only to immerse ;—to immerse the subject wholly; this 
would not settle the question that the command to Baptize 
in the New Testament means indispensably to immerse. 

The classic Greek writers lived from three hundred to 
eight hundred years before Christ. They lived in another 
country. They were familiar with another set of ideas, 
—especially on religious matters. The Greek language 

in their hands was adapted to the religious ideas of 
heathen : in the hands of Jews it was adapted to the 
religious ideas of those who were acquainted with the 
true God. 

More particularly :—The Greek was not introduced 
into Judea till after the conquest of that country by 
Alexander, 300 years before Christ. It prevailed very 
gradually ; its genius received a mould from the genius 
of the Hebrew ; Greek words were applied to Jewish 
ideas ; and to ideas which had never been compounded 
into an existence in the land of classic Greek :—as in 
the words translated Holy, Holiness, Sin, Faith, Repent- 
ance, Justification, Salvation. The Hebrew continued - 
to be spoken with the Greek: and it is even contended 
with no small force of argument that Matthew wrote his 


* 
* 


= _ = 
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Gospel in Hebrew; as Paul (Acts xxi. 40) stood on 
_the stairs of the castle, and spake unto the people of 
Jerusalem “in the Hebrew tongue.” 

The pure Greek of the old Grecians is called Classic 
Greek. The Greek of the New Testament has been 
called the “ Greek of the Synagogue.”? And every man, 
who is both a classical and a Biblical student, knows full 
well that a good lexicon (or dictionary) of the Greek of 
the synagogue must be a peculiar lexicon of the New 
Testament Greek. . Such we have: elaborate and ex- 
cellent lexicons. And in cases of doubt as to the mean- 
ing of a word, the New Testament use, where it can be 
shown to be peculiar, determines the meaning in defiance 
of all the classic Greek writers and lexicons in exist- 
ence. 

Let- me give an illustration or two of the effect of 
arguing the New Testament meaning from the original 
and Doni the classic use of a word. 

Some years since, I met with a man, who was liberally 
educated, a thorough scholar, an able lawyer, and pos- 
sessed of splendid natural abilities, but sceptical in his 
views of religion. 

With this man I undertook to reason of the necessity 
of being born of the Holy’Ghost. Now, the word in 
the Greek Testament for Ghost, or spirit, is Pneuma 
(zvevue) which originally, and in the classic Greek, 
most commonly meant-winp. This man would have 
me argue by book. He turned me to the Greek Testa- 
ment (John iii. 5)., ‘See here,” says he, “ it reads, and 
you know it reads, ‘ Verily, Verily, I say unto thee, ex- 
cept a man be born of water and of winp, he cannot en- 
ter into the kingdom of God.’ What right,” said he, 


i> . 
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“have you to change the original classic meaning of 
¢ Pneuma’ (xvevpe), ‘wind,’ here, any more than you 
have of ‘ Hudatos? (idatos) ‘ water ?? And see, further,” 
said he, ‘there is the same word in the 8th verse,— 
letter for letter,—and there you do not say, the ‘ Spirit 
bloweth where it listeth ;? you say, ‘the winp bloweth 
where it listeth.’ ” 

He was right in the original and ordinary classic use 
of the word. And if I had argued on the principles on 
which (I shall show) our Baptist brethren have argued, 
I should have been obliged to allow, that the renewing 
by the “ Spirit of God,” or even the personal existence 
of such a Spirit, is not taught or referred to in this pas- 
sage. a 
With all due respect for our Baptist brethren, I hum- 
bly conceive that, in this matter, they have fallen into an 
egregious error in their attempted corrections of our 
common translation. 

To the Bibles and Testaments issued by their society, 
they prefix a glossary, containing, among others, the fol- 
lowing words, thus ; 

<“¢ Meaning of the words used in this translation.” 


Ayyehos, Angel, — Messenger, 
Bonuto, - Baptize, Immerse, 
Bono 105, Baptism, Immersion, 
Exxigove, Church, Congregation,” 


It is maintained that these words, and some others, are 
improperly, if not dishonestly, left untranslated,* and 
that the words which are given in the third column as 

* “The mass of readers do not understand the original, and 


translators of the Bible, by adopting, not translating, have hidden 
the meaning from the multitude.” Jewutrt on Baptism, p. 31. 
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the meaning ought to be substituted for the words adopted 
in our translation. ‘Thus: where we read ‘“ Church,’ 
we ought to read “ Congregation,” where we read “ An- 
gel” in our version, we ought toread “ Messenger ;” 
where we read “ Baptize,”’ we ought to read “ Immerse ;” 
and where we read ‘* Baptism,” we ought to read “ Im- 
mersion.”? . 

Now it appears to me that this is falling into a worse 
error than that of the unbelieving scholar concerning the 
word Pneuma or Spirit. Thus“ Angel” is a word of 
Greek original adopted into the English language, and 
used in our translation.t Our Baptist brethren insist 
that this adoption is wrong: that the word ought to be 
translated by the word “‘ Messenger.” 

Now it is certainly true that, in the classic Greek, 
the word Aner (ayyehoc) means Messenger ; and means 
nothing like the idea which we attribute to it: viz., of a 


* The word “ Church” begins to be nearly as troublesome as the 
word “ Baptize.’ While.the word “ Baptize” remains in the 
Bible, it is difficult to persuade people that it means exelu- 
sively “to immerse;” and while the word “ Church” remains, 
people will somehow follow it out to a covenant which embraces 
infants. : . 

t Nothing is more common than such adoption of words from 
the Greek. The process is going on to this day ; particularly our 
terms of science and of art are almost wholly adopted (and com- 
pounded) from the Greek. Strike all such adopted words from 
our language, and scarcely could two people, even in the ordinary 
walks of life, hold a conversation for a single hour. 

“Et nova fictaque nuper habebunt verba fidem, si 
Graxco fonte cadant, PARCE DETORTA,” 
“Licuit sEMPERQUE LICEBIT 
Signatum presente nota procudere nomen.” 


Q. Horar. Ars Poctica. 
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spiritual being of an order superior to man and inferior 
to God. The Greeks even had another word to signify 
such a spiritual being, “ Demon” (Jaxuor), and Angelos 
(ayyshos) meant nothing but “ messenger.” But mark 
how the classic Greek was modified when adapted to 
Jewish ideas. The Jews used the word ‘“ Demon” 
(Sa1u0r) to express only an evil spirit ; a fallen angel : 
and “ angel’? they appropriated to the good spirits. And 
to translate the word in all cases as the Baptist Bible 
Society would teach us, instead of adopting it into 
English, © untranslated, would make the most arrant 
nonsense. ; 
For example: take Acts xxiii. 8, and translate it 
according to the instructions and on the principles of the 
Baptist Bible Society. : 
~~ In our common version the passage reads thus: “For 
the Sadducees say, there is no resurrection, neither angel 
nor spirit: but the Pharisees confess bot 2 The word. 
resurrection here falls under the same rule, if you take 
its meaning from the classic Greek. The Greeks had no 
such idea as that of the resurrection of the body: and 
of course no word for it, but their avagraors (anastasis) 
was a simple “rising up.”* In our translation the pas- 


* My good friend, “Tyansmontanus,” finds fault with me here. 
_ He maintains that pnewma sometimes means spirit in the classic 
Greek. Perhaps he did not observe how carefully I had provided 
for that, by saying that it “ originally” and “ most commonly” 
meant wind. It is rarely that it means otherwise. Donnegan 
notices that it is sometimes otherwise used “ by later writers.” 
“ Transmontanus,” also, insists that anastasis means the same 
in the sacred as in the classic writers. He brings no proof. His 
-examples refer to the verb, “ to raise up again.” . The resurrection 
(anastasis) of the New Testament is altogether peculiar. It is 
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sage reads thus: ‘‘ For the Sadducees say there is no se- 
surrection, neither angel nor spirit; but the Pharisees 
confess both.” According to the principles on which our 
translation is branded as inadequate and unfaithful, we 
must read it thus: For the Sadducees say there is no 


used absolutely ; as in Matt. xxii. 23, “The Sadducees say there is 
No resurrection,” and Acts xvii. 18, “He seemeth to be a setter 
forth of strange Gods; because he preached unto them Jesus and 
the Resurrection.” The Stoics and Epicureans would have. been 
quite as likely to think the Resurrection (anastasis) a God (when 
used absolutely and alone, as it is in the New Testament), as to 

imagine that it was intended to signify a raising of the dead. Don- 
negan notices the peculiar meaning of this word in “ Ecclesiastical 
writers.” 

“Transmontanus” insists, also, that the New Testament 
Angelos (ange]) means a simple messenger, as it does in the classic 
Greek ; and that it does not refer to a class of Heavenly creatures, 
like our English word angel. According to him and to the 
Baptist Bible Society, we must expunge the word angel from our 
Bibles, and, where it occurs, read thus :—John v. 4, must be 
read, “ For a messenger went down at a certain season into the 
pool, and troubled the water.” In Acts xi. 13, we must read, 

“ And showed us how he had seen a messenger in his house :” 
Acts xii. 15, “Then said they, it is his” (Peter’s) “messenger :” ¢ 
Matt. iv. 11, “Then the devil leaveth him, and behold messengers 
came and ministered to him:” Matt. xviii. 10, “ Their messengers 
do always behold the face of my Father in Heaven :” 1 Cor. vi. 

3, “Know ye not, that we shall judge messengers 2” Heb. i. 4, 
“Being made so much better than the messengers :” Heb. ii. 16, 
“ He took not on him the nature of messengers :” and Heb, xiii. 2, 
“Yor some have entertained messengers unawares.” J confess 
that there is quite as good reason for making Angel read messen- 
ger, as there is for making Baptize read immerse. 

The word Church, too, must express no more than the heathen 
idea of a town-meeting, or assembly. But clearly the New Tes- 
tament ecclesia does mean something which it never could mean 
in classic Greek. Thus in 1 Cor. xii. 28, “And God hath set 
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rising up, neither MESSENGER nor winp.” But did they 
ever say so? Did they ever deny the existence of such a 
thing as a messenger or of such a thing as wind ? 

The same reason existed for converting the Greek 
Baptizo into the English Baptize, as for converting An- 
gelos into Angel. There was no word in English which 

“would fill up the idea. If baptism was to be performed 
by sprinkling, it would not do to translate Baptizo by the 
word sprinkle, because all sprinkling is not baptism. If 
baptism were. exclusively by immersion, still the word 
immerse would not express the whole or the essential idea : 
and all immersion is not baptism. The word Baptize in 
the New Testament refers less to the manner of the 
application of water, than to the design and import of the 
application : it is a sacred application : a ritual applica- 
tion: denoting a ritual purifying, and referring to an im- 
portant and essential truth for its signification. The New 

"Testament use of the word involved a reference to these 
ideas,* just as the word Baptize does now: and neither 
of the words, sprinkle, pour, immerse, has the essential 
quality of referring to these ideas.. Thus: if I go and 
throw myself off from one of the wharves at high tide, 


some in the Church, first Apostles,” &c. ; itis not a simple assem- 
bly, or congregation, that is intended; so, Eph. i. 22, “ And gave 
him to be head over all things to the Church,” itis no congrega- 
tion that is intended, but the universal polity of Christ’s people 
in all lands, in all time, on earth and in Heaven. I suppose wé 
should not have had either Church or Angel proscribed from the 
Bible, had it not been essential to find some company for the poor 
banished word Baptize. 

-* See an able article in the American Biblical Repository from 
the pen of President Edward Beecher: where this point is most 
thoroughly made out. American Biblical Repository, Jan., 1840. 
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I am immersed beyond question: but am I baptized ? 
Our young menand boys immerse themselves many times 
every summer, but are they baptized 2 I think all would 
deem it improper to say so. The fundamental idea of 
baptism is wanting. 

It would therefore be an inadequate and improper 
translation to substitute the word immerse for the word 
baptize, in every place in the New Testament: as much 
as it would to make that substitution which should make 
the Sadducees deny the existence of such a thing as a 
“messenger,” or “ wind.” The translators of our Bible, 
as intelligent and honest men, could not translate ““Bap- 
tizo” by “ Immerse” on this ground alone: and I shall 
show that they could not on another: as in the New 
Testament the word denotes often an application of 
water (or of something else), by sprinkling or by pouring. 
It is used often where the idea of immersion is entirely 
excluded. 

Indeed if any fault is to be found with the word Bap- 
tize, as though it were a Greek word instead of a trans- 
lation, precisely the same objection applies to the words 
“ Immerse” and “ Immersion.” These are as purely 
Latin, as “ Baptize” is Greek: and we might with the 
same propriety turn round and say, Why do you not 
translate those Latin words? Do you mean to “ keep 
people in ignorance,” and «« promote a union of Church 
aud State,” by talking to the people, like the Pope, in 
Latin 2 

To my mind, the noise that is made about the non- 
translation of the word Baptize, is utterly without founda- 

‘tion. To adopt the principles on which the noise is 
made, and carry them out, would lead to gross absurdity. 
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To say that people would never have made any question 
about the mode of baptism if the word had only been 
translated immerse, is only to say that if the word: had 
been improperly translated, the people would have been 
misled. There is no reason in the world, that I know of, 
for thinking that our translators. were either ignorant or 
dishonest in this matter. Had they not turned Baptizo 
into an English word, they must have expressed it by a 
circumlocution that would have amounted to a. gloss, 
rather than a translation, or they must have coined a new 
word for the purpose. - 

Besides, while so large a part of the learned world 
fully believe that Baptism in the New Testament often 
signified an application of water which was performed 
by sprinkling or by pouring ; how could we have a Bible 
in which all denominations may agree, if we insist upon 
translating the word Baptize either by “ immerse,” by 
« pour,” or by “ sprinkle 2?” Were there no other reason, 
this would be sufficient for adopting the original word, 
instead of translating it by either. 

And yet, our Baptist brethren have broken off from 
the national Bible Society, for the very reason that it 
will not be thus instrumental in putting forth to the 
world a sectarian Bible! They have a denominational 
Bible Society, entitled the “ American and Foreign Bible 
Society,” which issues its foreign translations on the 
principle of substituting the word immerse for baptize : 
and by their notes at the beginning of the New Testa- 
ment they have, in effect, done the same for the English 
translation : with how little reason, I have shown. 

I say not this out of disrespect or fault-finding. The 
right of conscience and of private judgment is theirs. 
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Most freely, with no disturbance or complaint on our 
part, let them enjoy it. I only aim to point out, what 
I consider the error of the principle. Whether I have 
succeeded, you will judge. We impeach not their in- 
tegrity in the least. Would that our integrity in this 
matter, and our rights of conscience and: of private 
judgment, might be equally respected. But it is with no 
less grief than astonishment, that I read in the papers the 
last month, the following “ Resolution” of the “ American 
and Foreign Bible Society” at their anniversary on the 
28th of April of the present year.* 

“* Resolved, that by the fact, that the nations of the earth 
must now look to the BApTisT DENOMINATION ALONE FOR 
FAITHFUL TRANSLATIONS OF THE WORD oF Gop, a re- 
sponsibility is imposed upon them, demanding for its full 
discharge, an unwonted degree of union, of devotio.:, 
and of strenuous and persevering effort throughout the 
entire body.” 

That our Baptist brethren mean to be faithful in trans- 
lating the word of God, we doubt not. But are_we to 
believe that all the missionaries of Protestant Christendom 
throughout the world, save “ the Baptist denomination 
alone,” have given to the poor heathen unfaithful trans- 
lations of the word of God? Can no « Saithful transla- 
tion” come from any denomination on earth save one ?t 

* It was moved by Prof. Eaton, of Hamilton Institute, and 
seconded by Rev. Mr. Malcom, 

t In the report of the Am. and For. Bible Society, for 1849 
(p. 39), the translations -made by all.other denominations are 
stigmatized as “ Versions in which the real meanings of ., . words, 
are PURPOSELY KEPT OUT OF SIGHT:” ... 80 that “ Baptists cannot 
circulate faithful versions ... unless they print them at their own 
expense.” They ask (p. 40), Shall we look on unconcernedly 
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Are “the nations of the earth,” according to the tenor 
of this resolution, dependent on “ the Baptist denomina- 
tion alone” for this ? 

Having remarked so far upon the principles of inter- 
pretation, I come now to make an application of those 
principles to the mode of arguing adopted by our Baptist 
brethren. 


ride 

while unfaithful versions (as we hold them) are circulated.” They 
assert (p. 45), “It is known that the British and Foreign Bible 
Society, and the American Bible Society, have virtually comBinED 
to opscureE at least a part of Divine Revelation 2”—and that 
“ these societies . . . continue to circulate versions of the Bible, 
unfaithful, at least so far as the subject of baptism is concerned ; 
and that they are by this means propagating their peculiar senti- 
ments under the auspices, and at the expense of the millions of all 
denominations who contribute to their funds; and who are thus 
made the unconscious instruments of diffusing the opinions of a 

party, instcad of the uncorrupted word of Jehovah.” 
This last paragraph is not less remarkable for its deliberate 
-arge of dishonesty upon all other denominations than for its 
ular admission of that, which if it be a fact,—it seems to me,— 
tal to the immersion scheme. The allegation is, that to 
fer baptizo into BAPTIZE, instead of rendering it by the word 
~se, is to “ propagate the peculiar sentiments” of Pzedo-baptists. 
- is, the word baptizo is so used in the New Testament, as 
‘ast without fail to lead those who learn its meaning from the 
~yle alone to conclude that it does not, in the Bible, mean immer- 
: and if you leave people to learn its meaning from the con- 
4 for themselves, you “ propagate the peculiar sentiments” of 
Cgdo >aptists among them! Nay, the same effect will be pro- 
4uced when such a Bible is given by Baptist hands, and accom- 
, wnied by Baptist instructions! If Baptists circulate such a version, 
tiey “are thus made the unconscious instruments of diffusing the 

opinions” of the “ party”—of Pzedo-baptists ! 

1 believe it. Itisevenso. But the conclusion is (and the 
bjection of our Baptist brethren unwittingly adopts this very 
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It was first attempted to prove that Baptize means 
exclusively to immerse, from the etymology of the word. 
Baptize is truly a derivative from Bapto: and the 
primitive meaning of Bapto is to “ dip,” or to “‘ immerse.” 
It was contended that it always means to immerse. This 
was long urged and most strenuously insisted on as the 
foundation of the Baptist argument—that Bapto means 
nothing but to dip or immerse. 

But upon examination it was found, that the meazing 
of Bapto had undergone important changes ;: that it often 
meant only to color, from an allusion simply to the known 
EFFECT of dipping, and not to the act of dipping : and so 
it is often used, in instances where dipping is whelly out 
of the question. Thus Hippocrates says. oi a certain 
liquid, that when it. drops upon the garme.. ‘vy are 
“ Bapto’d ;” or stained. They are Bapto’d, by proprine 
the liquid upon them.* _ 

So Homer, speaking of a battle of frogs and mice on 
the borders of the lake says (eSanteto deer v hyn) — 
“The lake was Bapto’d with blood.” Says President 
Edward Beecher,} “On this there was once a battle 
royal to prove that it could be proper to speak of dip-— 
ping a lake into the blood of a mouse: and all the 
powers of rhetoric were put in requisition to justify the 


conclusion as its basis), that the word baptiza, @s it is used in the 
New Testament, does not mean immerse ; Be i not.be so un- 
derstood by those who judge of its meanin g by its wsein the sacred 
writings. But to insinuate that Pedo-baptists mean to “corrupt 
the word of Jehovah,” or “to diffuse the vpinions of a party,” 
instead of the “ uncorrupted” word of God, by so transferring the 
word, is, methinks, too gross a calumny to gain credit, — 


* Carson, p 60. Tt Am. Bib. Repss., 1840, p. 50, 
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usage.” Indeed, on the ground thea taken by Dr. Gale 
and by others, it was necessary to fight for this ; for if they 
could net make it out, their foundation was gone. But 
since Carsen showed the absurdity of the ground, it has 
been generally abandoned. And yet while the ground is 
given up, the tracts based on this ground are still in cire 
culation, and do their work in making proselytes, on the 
strength ef an argument which well informed Baptists 
have in general given up as thoroughly exploded. 
Such a change in the meaning of a word is a very com- 
mon occurrence, and it is conceded on all hands that the 
derivation of a werd is no certain index to its mean- 
ing. 

Thus the werd “Tint,” comes from 2 Latin word 
(Tingo) which originally meant to dip : then it meant to 
color or “‘ tinge,” and now we speak of the “ tints” of the 
clouds or of the flowers, without ever thinking that the 
flowers or the clouds have been dipped to give them 
their coloring. So the word “ Spirit” comes wnirans- 
Jated from the Latin “ Spiritus,” of which the original 
meaning was “a breath.” But what mortal will now 
contend that a spirit is nothing but breath? And yet 
there is the same reason for complaining that the word 
spirit is an untranslated Latin word, that there is for 
complaining that Baptize is an untranslated Greek word : 
and the reason from etymology for making spirit mean 
breath, is just as strong as for making Baptize mean im- 
merse from its derivation from Bapto. So the words 

* Carson says, “ What a monstrous paradox in rhetoric is the 
figuring of the dipping of a lake in the blood of amouse! Yet 


Dr. Gale supposes the lake was dipped by hyperbole. The 
literal sense, he says, is, the lake was dipped in blood! Never was 


there such a figure.” —P. 67, 
2 
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** bind” and “ bonds” originally meant to tie up or mana 
cle with cords or chains. But who thinks now of put- 
ting cords or fetters on a man when he is “ bound” to 
keep the peace or to appear in court: or when he is put 
under “bonds” to fulfil the condition of a bargain or 
agreement 2 $i 

The mode of making our immersion from the deriva- 
tion of Baptizo having been overthrown, and its very ele- 
ments scattered to the wind, the learned Carson has taken 
another ground ; and this is the one now universally re- 
lied on. I refer to Carson, because his research has made 
this field his own on the Baptist side of the question; be- 
cause he is undoubtedly a very learned and able man,* 
the chief indeed on the Baptist side in this part of the 
field of controversy : because their writerst are fond of 
referring to his arguments as something which can never 
be overthrown: and because, indeed, all the more recent 
works, to which I have had access, are little. less than 
Carson over again. For these reasons I shall follow his 
argument ; fully confident that if it does not stand in him 
it will never stand in the strength of any man. 

Mr. Carson has, with immense labor, hunted over the 
Greek classics, and found, as he thinks, that the word 
Baptizo always means, in classic Greek, to dip or im- 
merse. That this is its common meaning in classic Greek 
is certain: though I think he has failed to make it out 
to be its exclusive meaning. 

Having settled its classic meaning, he then attempts 


* “Mr. Carson, inferior in learning and research to none of the 


Baptists.” [Edward Beecher, Am. Bib. Repos., 1840, p. 51.] 

Tt See the preface to Jewett on Baptism, where he says (p. 4), 
“ The spirit exhibited in the treatise of Carsonis not to be com- 
mended ; his reasoning, however, is unanswerable,” 
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to make the New Testament meaning in every instance 
conform to it. Here lies the tug. He cannot accom- 
plish this, unless we will allow him to take the thing to 
be proved, for granted. The New Testament use is— 
as I think I shall show—most clearly and indefeasibly 
against him. 


Here lies his error: and it is fundamental. He relies © 


on the classic Greek to determine the New Testament 
Greek: while the facts in the case are as much at war 
with his conclusions, as the facts in another case would 
be with the conclusions which should interpret “ provi- 
sions” in the law of Edward III. to mean victuals: or 
with the reasonings which would make our Lord say, 
that men must be born of “ water and of wind;” or with 
those which would make the Sadducees deny that there 
is any ‘ messenger’? or “ wind.” 
Here is a point to be settled: What do Matthew, and 
Mark, and Luke, and John, and Paul mean by Baptize? 
To settle this point Homer, and Pindar, and Xenophon 
are brought up to testify as to the meaning of the word 
in their country and in their day. Does this settle the 
question? —_Is it certain that the word, when adapted to 
Jewish ideas and Jewish rites, meant precisely what it did 
in the days of Homer and Pindar ? I humbly conceive 
it might be as well to call the Evangelists and Apostles 


Lg 


themselves, and ask them what they meant. But, says , 


the examiner, Pindar, and Homer, and the rest of the 
Greek classics, have settled the question what. Evangelists 
and Apostles must mean: and so, I shall show, he 
determines that they shall mean, if he has to get this 
meaning out of them by torture. But what is the use of 


calling up Matthew, and Mark, and the Apostles, as 
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witnesses at all, if the question is settled before they 
come ? 

Carson, having finished his appeal to the classics, takes 
his position. He takes his “ position” before we are 
through with the evidence, or even come. to that part of 
the evidence on which the question really turns. Before 
coming to the New Testament he says (p. 79), “ My 
position is, that it always signifies to dip, never expressing 
anything but mode.” He admits that he has all the lexi- 
cographers against him :* and Ishall show that if the lexi- 


* Our Baptist brethren have the lexicographers against them on 
the question of the exclusive sense immerse, more thoroughly than 
many of them seem to be aware of. — All the lexicographers give 
other significations. And even the learned Cox is much mistaken 
here. He defies us (p. 83), “to point to a single lexicon which 
does not give dipping, plunging, or immersing,.as the unquestiona- 
bly settled, and universally primitive meaning of the word.” 

The defiance can be met, and that on authority which our Bap- 
tist brethren are fond of quoting as the very best—the native Greek. 
Mr. R. Robinson (Hist. of Bapt.), quoted in Fengilly (p. 72), says 
[and it is often fondly repeated], “The native Greeks must un- 
derstand their own language better than foreigners, and they have 
ALWAYS understood the word baptism to signify dipping.” —“ Tn 
this case, the Greeks arr UNEXCEPTIONABLE GuIDES.” If our 
Baptist brethren choose to make an issue here, be it so. Simply 
to meet this challenge, I copy the following from Chapin’s “ Primi- 
tive Church,” pp. 43, 44, 

“The oldest native Greek lexicographer is Hesycutus, who 
lived in the fourth century of the Christian era. He gives only 
the word Barrw [bapto], and the on’ J meaning he gives the word 
is avrew [anileo], to draw or pump water. ; 

“ Next in order comes Surpas,a native Greek who wrote in 
the 10th century. He gives caly the derivative Barrie [baptizo], 
and defines it by mv [pluno}, to wash.”— We come down to the 
present century, at the beginning of which we find Gaszs, a 
learned Greek, who with great labor and pains compiled a large 
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cographers make any account of the New Testament or 
of the Christian fathers, they ought to be against him. 
His mistake lies here: he has appealed to Pindar, and 
Aristotle, and the rest of the heathen classics ; while the 
proper appeal lies not To these, but rRom these to Paul, 
and Matthew, and Mark, and Luke, and John, and the 


and valuable lexicon of the ancient Greek language. His book, in 
three volumes quarto, is a work deservedly held in high estimation 
by all, and is GENERALLY USED BY NATIVE Greeks.” The follow- 
ing are his definitions of bapto and baptizo (Ed. Venice, 3 vols., 
Ato.”). 
“ BATITQ [bapio] 

—pexo [brecho] to wet, moisten, bedew. 

—r)vvw [pluno] to wash viz. clothes]. 

—yepnitw [gemizo] to fill. : 

—Lr6fo [buthizo] to dip. 

—arrhsw [antleo] to draw, to pump water. 
| BATITIZQ [baptizo| 

—Boexe [brecho] to wet, moisten, bedew. 

—ove [louo] to wash, to bathe. 

—ayrdew [antleo] to draw, to pump water.” 

Mr. Chapin derives the above from a copy of Gases, belonging 
to E. A. Sophocles, the Greek grammarian. Another copy, Tam 
informed, is in the hands of Mr. Dixwell, Principal of the Latin 
School, Boston. The work is principally a translation of 
Schneider’s Greek-German Lexicon, upon which Passow’s is 
based. The significations constitute rather a glossary, than the 
strict definitions of a lexicon; and each signification is applicable, 
not to every passage in the language, but only to its own class of 
passages. ‘“ Transmontanus” has absurdly endeavored to show 
the absurdity of the whole, by improperly applying a particular 
gloss to cases to which it is not applicable. That, however, does 
not invalidate the facts, nor defeat the purpose for which the 
definitions of Gases are introduced—viz. to meet the challenge 
so constantly thrown out by our Baptist brethren. No part of 
my argument is based upon the credit of any lexicographer. 
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fathers who wrote in Greek. — He has taken his stand too 
soon, and decided the question before coming to the 
most important testimony. ‘ 

But having made his appeal and taken his position, 
Paul and Mark must be stretched on this bed of heathen 
classics: and I shall show how unmercifully they are 
stretched and racked in the process. 

Thus, when in the Apocryphal book of Ecelesiasticus, 
which was translated into Greek for the use of the 
Alexandrian Jews, about 170 years before Christ, it is 
said, Eccl. xxxiv. 30, “ He that washeth himself because 
of a dead body and toucheth it again, what availeth his 
washing.” The word washeth here is Pantitouevos— 
“BEING BAPTIZED.” The allusion is to Numb. xix. 16. 

“‘ And, whosoever toucheth one that is slain with a 
sword in the open fields, or a dead body,” &c.— A 
clean person shall take the hyssop, and dip it in the 
water, and sprinkle it upon the tent,” &c.... “and 
upon him that toucheth a bone, or one slain, or a grave.”? 
The conclusion should be, I think, inevitably, that the 
baptizing here was done by sprinkling, and that here is 
a clear instance in the Alexandrine Greek in which the 
word baptize is used to denote a purification by sprinkling, 
with no reference to dipping or immersing at all. 

But Carson says, No. “ When I have proved the 
meaning of a word by the authority of the whole con- 
sent of Greek literature, I will not surrender it to the 
supposition of the strict adherence of the Jewish nation, in 
the time of writing the Apocrypha, to the Mosaic ritual,” 

The question then comes to this dilemma : either the 
Jews had abandoned this mode of purifying from a dead 
body, as specifically and minutely pointed out by God— 
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or, here was A BAPTISM BY SPRINKLING. Carson is driven . 
here to assume, and that without the least shadow or pre- 
tence of authority, that when God had commanded a pu- 
rification by sprinkling, the Jewish nation had turned 
about and made an immersion of it. If we do not allow 
this assumption to pass with no proof, and receive it 
as an established certainty, then Carson’s “ position” has 
been overthrown, and here is a baptism by sprinkling.* 

But difficulties multiply upon him as he proceeds. 
Thus, in Mark vii. 4: “ And when they come from the 
market, except they wash, they eat not.” The original 
is, “Except they baptize themselves, they eat not;” 
which, I shall show hereafter, is, Except they “ wash 
their hands,” i. e., perform a ceremonial purification upon 
them. 

The learned Campbell, who wished very much to 
establish immersion as the proper meaning of baptism, 


* Mr. Carson replies, “ The question has not come to this ; for 
Lean do without this supposition altogether.” Tam testing the 
soundness of this position, not inquiring whether he can do with- 
out it. He seems to forget that I am -here examining his prin- 
ciples, not answering his other arguments in detail. Mr. Carson 
says, “ Why does he say I am driven 2” “Why does he say I 
asswme2” I said he was driven;—l. Because his principles re- 
quire him to make that assumption; 2. Because I supposed it 
incredible, that so able a tactician would resort to ground so un- 
tenable without being driven. And Mr. Carson now acknowledges 
that what he assumed here, he assumed “merely as a possi- 
bility,” and that while he assumes it, he does “not believe it to 
be a fact.” If so, then, on the principle in question, he musi 
“surrender” his “position” to the “ supposition of the strict 
adherence of the Jewish nation, in the time of writing the 
Apocrypha, to the Mosaic ritual;” for the assumption, on which 
alone he rests his refusal to surrender, turns out to be untrue. 
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could see no other mode of getting along here than by 
supposing that the hands were dipped, and so the immer- 
sion (or baptism) predieated of the hands. He knew 
very well that no history of Jewish customs could fur 

nish a scrap of evidence to show that whenever Jews 
had been in the market, they always immersed their whole 
bodies. But unfortunately for him the original language 
is so definite as to show conclusively that the baptism 
here spoken of is the baptism of the persons: “ Except 
they (the persons) are baptized: not “ Except their 
hands are baptized.”? Carson reproves. this fault of 
Campbell (p. 101), and says, that Dr. Campbell’s notion 
that this baptism refers to the hands as a washing by 
“ dipping them’? he “does not approve.” He very pro- 
perly calls it, “ an ingenious conceit, without axy authority 
from the practice of the language.”” But how does Carson 
himself dispose of the difficulty? In a very summary 
way, indeed. He has shown the meaning of baptize 
from the heathen classics: and he proves the universal 
custom of the Jews, always to immerse themselves, from 
the meaning of the word! I beg his pardon : the mean- 
ing of the word is the very thing that is in question here. 
We cannot allow him to prove a matter in question by 
first assuming it as true.* What is the historical fact as 


* To this Mr. Carson replies, “ Assume the point im question 
E would almost as soon be convicted of high treason. Ido not 
Assume the meaning of the word here ; Trest it on the proof pre-° 
viously alleged,” _ 

Just so one might argue, who should not allow writers on 
ecclesiastical things to explain for themselves their own meaning. 
of the word provisions. The question here is, What do Matthew, 
and Mark, and Luke, and Paul, mean by the word baptize? Mr, 
Carson assumes that he has proved what they mean by the tes. 
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to what the Jews did before eating whenever they came 
from the market? Settle this, and you settle the mean- 
ing of the word baptize in this connection. But no ; 
Carson is determined that the historical fact shall be 
settled by the meaning of the word, and the thing in dis- 
pute shall be proved by itself; no matter though all his- 
tory is against it. He has proved the meaning of the 
word from the heathen classics; and no matter for any - 
difficulties in the way ; the Evangelists shall mean im- 
mersion by it. No matter though it is proved that the 
Jews purified themselves by pouring water on the hands ; 


timony of Homer and Xenophon and Aristotle ; and then says, “ I 
assume merely, that the meaning of the word in the language 
must be the meaning here.” Very well; that is assuming the 
very point in debate. Would not Mr. Carson think so, in the case 
of one who should argue in the same manner, concerning what 
must be the meaning of the writers on ecclesiastical things, in 
their use of the word provisions 2 Mr. Carson does assume the 
point in question; and even says, p. 397, concerning Mark vii. 4, 
“ Bither the persons referred to were immersed on the occasion 
in question, or the intrepid writer testifies a falsehood.” His 
faith in the inspired writer's veracity shall not weigh a feather 
against his faith in his own infallible lexicography. “No,” says 
Mr. Carson, “between these alternatives my faith cannot hesi- 
tate.” Mr. Carson concludes, “ As I would not charge Mr. H. 
with a want of candor, I must charge on him a want of perspi- 
cacity, in not being able to discriminate between resting on pre- 
vious proof, and mere assumption of the point in question. This 
is the only point on which Mr. H. is even plausible ; and here he 
is plausible only to persons who have as little discrimination as 
himself” As to the “want of perspicacity,” and the “amazing 
want of discrimination” which Mr. Carson so earnestly charges 
upon me, that is a matter which it would ill become me to 
debate; and I humbly submit that Mr. Carson has, in these 
respects, entirely mistaken the question. 
9Q* 
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and that “the manner of the purifying of the Jews’ 
was from “water pots, holding about three firkins”’ (at 
the largest computation about two-thirds of a barrel) 
“a-piece,” from which water might be poured, or run 
on the hands ; but in which no man could be immersed. 
“T care not,” says he, “ that ten thousand such examples 
were brought forward ;” he insists that the word baptize 
shall here mean to dip, viz., to dip the whole body; 
because Greek literature so uses the word baptize. No 
matter how improbable it may be that the Jews always 
immersed their whole bodies as often as they came from 
‘the market ; no matter though no record or trace of such 
a custom is found anywhere in the world, unless it be in 
‘this assumed meaning of the word baptize; no matter 
though no such custom has been heard of the Jews, 
wherever they have been dispersed throughout the world 
for so many ages to this day ; no matter that though 
the purifying is still kept, it is still performed by pouring 
water on the hands, or holding them in a stream of water 
running from a vessel :—Carson maintains still and stout- 
ly that, “We have here the authority of the Holy Spirit 
Jor the Jewish custom.” “If,” says he, “I have estab- 
lished the acceptation of this word by the consent of use, 
even an inexplicable difficulty in this case would not af- 
fect the certainty of my conclusion.” I humbly beg 
leave to differ from him ; and you may judge whether I 
have alleged sufficient reason. The Holy Spirit has 
indeed said that the Jews were baptized as often as they 
came from the market ; but the Holy Spirit has not said 
that the word baptize here means to immerse. The 
meaning is the thing in question. And, it seems to me, 
that a reference to the plain facts in the case authorizes 


ne 
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us to consider rather this, that the Holy Spirit regarded 
that as a baptism of the person, which was performed by 
pouring water on the hands ; as I shall show more particu- 
larly hereafter. I am not now to follow arguments in 
particular, farther than to point out the fallacy in the 
principle of arguing. If Carson has failed here, he is 
overthrown, and entirely so. I do think that he is shown 
to have reasoned from false principles, and to have fail- 
ed: And I know of few among the more intelligent 
Baptists, who will not be ready to admit, that if the very 
basis of Carson’s argument be overthrown, the whole 
fabric of their peculiar system is broken up and falls to 
the ground. 

Carson argues in the same manner with regard to bap- 
tism of the tables (couches) in Mark vii. 4. He says 
(p. 114), “But with respect to Mark vii. 4, though it 
were proved that the couches could not be immersed, I 
would not yield an inch of the ground I have occupied.” 
Now how shall we argue with a man who will not ad- 
mit an absolute impossibility to be any obstacle in the 
way of his theory; the couches were baptized, and if it 
“ be proved” that “the couches could not be immersed,” 
he will not yield an inch; he will maintain still that they 
were immersed. ‘And I may add,” says he (p. 116), 
“‘ that the couches might have been so constructed, that 
they might be conveniently taken to pieces.” Indeed! 
what shall we not allow him to suppose might have been, 
rather than grant the possibility that the Jews “ might” 
have used this word “baptize” in a sense different from 
that of the old heathen Greeks t* 


* To this Mr. Carson replies, “ I will make this supposition, Mr. 
H., without waiting for your allowance.” “ Here, again, I must 
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Nor would it seem to make any matter to Mr. Carson, 
how often people had: been “ baptized’ in other modes 
than immersion ; he: would still maintain his ground. 
“I care not,” says he, “I care not if there never had 
been a human being immersed in water since the crea-~ 
tion of the world, if the word denotes immersion, and if 
Christ enjoins it, F will contend for it as confidently as if 
all nations had been daily in the practice of baptizing” 
(immersing) “each other” (p. 155). True, m the word 
meatis immerse, and NEVER means anything else. But I 
humbly suppose that the common practice of a people 
who called a purifying by sprinkling or pouring, a bape 
tism, would have seme little weight upon the question 


discipline him ou first principles. The greatest part of my trouble 
is to teach my opponents the laws of reasoning. Not one of thent 
knows whet the proof lies upon him, and when it lies upon me.” 
yah “No mat is entitled to appear in the field of controversy, 
till he has studied the laws of the combat”... . “J have not 
the smallest need for the supposition; nevertheless I will retain 
it carefully, as a safe last resort.” 

Surely, Mr. Carson must make this Suppositicn if he will. His 
principles do indeed suggest the expediency of “ retaining it,” how- 
ever improbable as “a safe last resort.” I am, however, somewhat 
consoled under the “ignorance,” “want of perspicacity,” and 
“amazing want of discrimination,” which Mr. Carson charges 
upon me. “ Not one” of Mr. Carson’s opponents “knows when 
the proof lies” upon himself, and when it lies upon Mr. Carson. 
Mr. Carson's, “ greatest trouble is, to teach them the laws of 
reasoning.” And yet Mr. Carson has had such men as Ewing, 
Wardlaw, Bickersteth, Henderson, Dr. Miller, and the younger 
Dr. Beecher among his opponents. No man among them appears 


to have been “entitled to enter into the field of controversy,” Mr. 
Carson being judge. 


PRINCIPLES GF INTERPRETATION. Oo” 


what that people did in fact understand by the words 
‘ baptize”? and “ baptism.’”* ' 

So when Carson comes to the baptism of the Holy 
Ghost, it is nothing to him that the Scriptures represent 
this uniformly under the mode of “ pouring,” “ coming 
down like rain,” ‘and shedding forth.” He says, “ lé 
is a fixed point, that baptism means immersion ;” “and in 


the. examination of the reference in the baptism of the 


Spirit, NotHING CAN BE ADMITTED inconsistent with this ;” 


and then adds (p. 164), “ The baptism of the Spirit 
MUST HAVE a reference to immersion, BECAUSE—baptism 
is immersion + would reply, That, Mr. Carson, is 


* Mr. Carson complains of this representation. “DoI admit,” 
says he, “ that people may be baptized in other modes than irnmer- 
sion, while I contend that nothing but immersion is baptism ?” 
‘Certainly not ; he makes no such admission. We argue that the 
Jews were in the daily practice of performing baptisms, whick 
we attempt to prove were not immersions.. Mr. Carson refuses 
to admit any arguments from the Jewish customs to prove the 
meaning of the word; he has already fixed the meaning of the 
word, and now that word shall determine the Jewish custom; 1. ¢., 
the thing in question shall be proved by assuming it to be trues 
In this state of the case, Mr. Carson “ cares not if there never had 
been a human being immersed in water since the creation of the 
world ;” if the word (with the lieathen Greeks) “ denotes immer- 
sion, and if Christ enjoins it” (viz. by the use of that word), he 
# will contend for it as confidently as if all nations had been in the 
daily practice” of [immersing] “ each other.’ When I show the 
fallacy of this mode of reasoning, Mr. Carson cries out, ‘ Is this a 
want of discernment, or a want of honesty 2 Upon a review of 
the premises I do not see that it necessarily involves either alter- 
native. It appears to me that Mr. Carson’s principle has neces- 
sarily led him into this absurdity. 

+ To this Mr. Carson replies, “ Mr. H. represents me as, ip 
these sentences, taking the very thing for granted, and replies, 
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the very thing to be proved; whether baptism is, ex- 
clusively, immersion. But he insists upon it directly 
in the same page, and puts his words in italics; “ Pour- 
ing cannot be the figurative baptism, because baptism 
never literally denotes pouring.”—“ Pouring could not 
represent the pouring of the Spirit, because the Spirit is 
not literally poured.””* . 


That is the very thing to be proved. And, Mr. H., is it not on the 
ground that I have proved it? Why do I call it a fixed point % 
Is it not because I had fixed the point? .... I must charge Mr. 
H. as having so little perspicacity, for 1am convinced it is not a 
want of integrity, as not to perceive the nature of an assumption 
without proof.” 

Mr. Carson had “ fixed” his point from the heathen Greeks, and 
then assumed that the New Testament writers must mean the 
same thing. When we offer-to show the meaning of the word 
from the Scriptures themselves ; O no, he has fixed that point; they - 
must mean what the heathen Greeks mean! If this is not assum- 
ing the point in question, then 1 must even plead guilty to Mr. 
Carson’s charge, of “ having so little perspicacity.” 

* To my remarks on this point, Mr. Carson replies, “ He has 
not the perspicacity to perceive that I rest this assertion on the 
ground which I had already gained ‘ with my sword and my 
bow.”” ... . “Ican give argument, but I cannot give my oppo- 
nents discernment.” 

I certainly do suppose that Mr. Carson here again begs the 
question; and humbly submit, that the mode under which the 
baptism of the Spirit is figuratively represented by God himself, 
is not only worthy to be weighed, but entirely decisive of the 
question. Nor do I suppose that it alters the question, if the 
Spirit is not literally poured, while the Lord himself uses that Jan 
guage. : 

Mr. Carson says of his argument (viz. that pouring could not 
represent the pouring of the Spirit, because the Spirit is not 
literally poured), “ This is a fact which common. sense will never 
qaestion.” .. .. “ Yet)» says he, “obvious and self-evident as it 


_* 
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I would reply,— But, Mr. Carson, does not God him- 
self say, “I will pour out-my Spirit vy? But, replies he, 
“ Believers are said to be immersed into the Spirit, not 
because there is anything like immersion in the manner 
of the reception of the Spirit, but from the resemblance 
between an object soaked in a fluid, and the sanctification 
of all the members of the body and faculties of the soul” 
(pp. 167, 168). 

I say nothing about the resemblance between “ soak- 
ing”? and “ sanctifying 3» but he says truly, there is 
‘ nothing like immersion?’ in the manner of receiving the 
Spirit ; nor, of course, is there in the manner of confer- 
ring it; yet a baptism there is, Christ being witness ; 
and the mode of that baptism is represented by a “ pour- 
ing “out,” “ shedding forth,” “ coming down,” “ falling 
upon.” 

But immediately Mr. Carson responds (p- 168), 
«There was a real baptism (immersion) in the emblems 
of the Spirit.” 

I answer, Christ did not say, ye shall be ‘“ immersed”? 


is, I believe I am the first who pointed it out. On this I rest as 
.on the pillar of Heaven ; it is an axiom that can never be ques- 
tioned by a sound mind. Is there any pouring in the Godhead ? 
It is blasphemy to suppose it.” : 
Nobody ever did suppose it. Mr. Carson has made no discovery. 
But surely, when the Lorp speaks of Baptizing with the Holy 
Ghost, and speaks of it uniformly under the figure of pouring, 
shedding upon, falling upon, it cannot be blasphemy to argue, from 
this, the idea of baptism which the spirit represents under these 
figures. There is a baptism of the Holy Ghost; but there is. not 
in the Scripture any figure of the immersion of the Holy Ghost; if 
there had been, Mr. Carson would not have thought it blasphemy 
to argue the mode of baptism from such a figure. 
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into the “ emblems” of the Spirit; he said, “ye shall be 
baptized with the Hoty Guosr ;” with the Spirit itself, 
not with its “ emblems.” 

I would follow Mr. Carson further here, did I deem it 
necessary. But Ithink I have gone far enough to show 
that he has failed, most signally failed, in that which is 
the very foundation and element of his argument. He 
will prove everything if we will let him assume every- 
thing. But we cannot. His principles of reasoning are 
unsound ; and if you allow him these unsound principles, 
he still begs the question. You have seen how the 
Evangelists are put to the torture when they are stretched 
on this Procrustean bed of the heathen Greeks. Even 
granting that Carson has rightly settled the question 
with regard to the heathen Greeks, I think I have shown 
his argument to be as inconclusive as that which should 
make the word “ Provisions” in the statute of Edward 
Til. mean victuals ; or as that which would make re- 
generation consist in being born of “ water and of wind 3? 
or as that which would make the peculiar infidelity of 
the Sadducees consist in denying that there is any 
“ rising up,” or “ messenger,” or “ wind.” 

We might rest the debate here,—but I think that 
Carson has even failed to make out his case from the 
Greek classics. The limits of this work forbid me to 
enter upon an extended survey of this part of the field ; 
nor is it necessary, asa failure in a single instance is 
fatal to Mr. Carson’s argument. Take, then, the instance 
cited by Mr. Carson (p. 61 of his last edition) ; the 
Sybilline verse quoted by Plutarch in hislife of Theseus ; 
which, says Mr. Carson, “‘ exactly determines the mean~ 
ing ‘of baptizo.” Theseus consulted the Oracle at 
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Delphi concerning his government. The Oracle pre- 
dicted the safety of the new state, and identifying The- 
seus with his state, it concluded with the words, “ Thou 
shalt ride a bladder in the surge ;” or in the free transla- 
tion of Langhorne, 
«“ Safe o’er the surges of the foaming tide.” 

With this, says Plutarch, agrees the Sybil’s prophecy con- 
cerning Athens,’4ox0s Bantuty Otvas Oe tor ob Oéuis goter. 
To this verse Mr. Carson gives the following translation, 

“ Thou mayest be dipped, O bladder, but art not fated 
to sink !” 

I agree with Mr. Carson, that this exactly determines 
the meaning of the word Baptize in this connection ; it 
is worth a hundred ordinary passages for fixing critically 
the accurate classical meaning: but unfortunately for 
Carson’s argument, it fixes it against him. 

The aoxog (askos) is the ancient bottle, of the whole 
skin of an animal; which, blown up like a bladder, rides 
the waves without sinking or even suffering an immer- 
sion. The Oracle says, “Thou mayest be baptized, O 
bottle, but it is not allowed thee to—Sidveu (dunai). 
Determine the meaning of dunai here, and you fix the 
meaning of baptize in the ‘same connection. Mr. Carson 
assumes that it means to sink, in distinction from a simple 
dipping into, or under. But such is not its meaning. 
Whoever will consult the numerous instances cited by 
Donnegan, will perceive that the primary meaning of the 
word is as he states it, “‘ to go into, or under,” ‘‘ to enter,” 
“ to penetrate”? This primary idea is the one which he 
clearly traces in all the examples of its secondary 
signification. Not an example can be found in which it 
signifies to sink, in distinction from a simple dipping. 
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The idea is that of entering, penetrating (by passing 
from one medium into another) e.g. Behos evs eyxeqahor 00, 
the arrow penetrated the brain. Hom. Il. xviii. 376. 

So Crusius, in his Homeric Lexicon (translated by 
Prof. Henry Smith), gives, as the primary signification 
of the word, “to go into, to enter, to penetrate into, to 
plunge inio ;” which primary senses he traces in all the 
instances of its secondary significations throughout the 
Homeric writings. Nowhere does it signify a sinking, 
in distinction from a simple immersion, as Mr. Carson 
erroneously supposes. Jt is used for entering into a 
house, into a city, into a cave, and for plunging into the 
sea, where it certainly signifies no sinking, in opposition 
toa simple immersing. : 

The meaning is so certain that the derivative durys 
signifies a diver ; certainly not one who sinks, rather 
than one who simply plunges in and rises again. So the 
other derivative dutixos signifies one expert in diving : 
surely not one expert in sinking to his destruction, and 
that in direct opposition to simply plunging in and com- 
ing up again. The meaning of dvvoe is further corro- 
borated, and rendered absolutely certain, by the consider- 
ation that when a sinking is to be signified, or any 
thorough going down, xara dvw (the intensive compound 
of dtw) is employed. 

The Oracular line then reads thus: 

“Thou mayest be baptized, O bottle, but it is not 
allowed to thee to go under.” Thou mayest be dashed, 
wet, washed, but it is not possible for thee to penetrate, 
go under. Here is a classic baptism in which it is im- 
possible for the subject to go under water.* 


* My good friend, Transmontanus (p. 40), gives on this passage 
an amusing specimen of what he calls “ plain grammatical 
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Take another of Mr. Carson’s examples, p. 58. “ Plu- 
tarch, speaking of a Roman general dying ~ ais wounds, 
says, that having dipped (baptized) his hand in blood, 
he wrote the inscription for a trophy.” ‘“‘ Here,” says 
Carson, “the mode of the action cannot be questioned. 
The instrument of writing is dipped in the coloring fluid.” 
Suppose we grant it. My pen is the instrument of 
writing, and I dip it in the ink when Iwrite; surely I 
never immerse it in ink when I write. When will our 
Baptist brethren cease this play upon the word dipping, 
when they are to prove a total immersion ! 

Another instance is cited by Carson (p. 21) from 
Aristotle ; of “a land uninhabited, whose coast was fall 
of sea-weeds,” which at ebb tide, uy Bantitecbor, was not 
baptized: but at full tide, xataxhutecdar, was dashed 
over by the waves. The opposite of not being baptized 
here, is, not the dipping of the land in the waves, but 
dashing the waves over the land, or, if you please, 
washing over it, overflowing it. Mr. Carson, even, is 
compelled to admit that ‘the water comes over the 
land,” and that ‘“ there is no actual exemplification of 
the mode expressed by this word” (viz. in his sense of 

immersion). Yet very preposterously, as it seems to 
me, he still contends that the word here ‘still expresses 


criticism.” “Barrifo,” says he, “is an active verb; duvw [duno] 
the verb rendered “to sink,” is neuter. Barrity [baptize], therefore, 
in the passive voice, means, thou mayest be immersed by the action 
of some external agent; Avva: [dunai], to sink, in a neuter Sense, 
i.e, of its own accord. Thou mayest be immersed (viz. by the 
agency of another) ; it is not permitted thee to sink (of thyself)” 
Wonderful security to the city this! Not to be able to sink of its 
own accord, but to be fated to be liable to be sunk “ by the agency 
of another.” The criticism of ,* Transmontanus” bears with 
itself its own refutation in its absurdity. 
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that mode ;” and strange! that “the word has been 
employed for the very purpose of expressing it ;” (viz. 
the mode of immersion in this application of water to the 
land !) . 

Take another example (Carson, p. 59); Homer repre- 
senting the death of one of his heroes, says, “ He struck 
him across the neck with his heavy sword, and the whole 
sword became warm with blood.” On this one scholiast 
remarks, that “ the sword is represented as baptized in 
blood.” Another says, “ In that phrase, Homer expresses 
himself with the greatest energy, signifying that the 
sword was so baptized as to be even warmed” (6s Bax- 
toGertos Sutw tou Eupous, dc te GeguorOAvar), by a strong 
figure,” says Dr. Pond, “ it might be said to be bathed in 
blood. But in this case the bathing must have been 
effected by the blood flowing over the sword.” And 
Prof. Ripley says at last, “the sword was so overflowed 
[with blood] as even to become heated.” 

So where Aristophanes, in his account of the Platonic 
banquet (Ripley, p. 17), says, “ Iam one of those (6eBaz- 
trowever, baptized) drenched yesterday ;” viz. with wine. 
He had not been immersed in wine, even in figure. So 
in another place, one had baptized (Pantocon) Alexander 
with wine. The figure is of drenching, not of immersing. 

Mr. Cargon’s ancient classics fail him; and we have 
seen that if they did not, their entire agreement, in using 
the word to denote only an immersion, would by no 
means settle the question. We must go to the New 
Testament. We must learn the sacred use of the term. 
We must learn what Evangelists and Apostles deemed 
essential to baptism; and if we make anything essential 


which they did not, we are found guilty of adding to 
the word of God. 


II. 
MODE OF BAPTISM. 


SPRINKLING AND POURING, SCRIPTURAL MODES. 


MATTHEW, XXViii, 19. 


Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, 


So far, we have been occupied in discussing the 
principles of interpretation to be applied or admitted in 
determining what it is to baptize; and in making an 
application of these principles to the mode of argumen- 
tation adopted by our baptist brethren. 

I now proceed to the three inquiries laid down as the 
plan of my argument in the preceding discourse. 

I. WHAT WOULD THE IMMEDIATE DISCIPLES OF OUR LORD 
UNDERSTAND FROM THE SIMPLE FACE OF THE COMMAND 
“ BAPTIZE 2”? * 

IJ. Is THERE SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE THAT THEY AL- 
WAYS ADMINISTERED THE ORDINANCE BY IMMERSION ? 

Ill. On THE sUPPOSITION THAT THEY DID so, Is 
THERE EVIDENCE THAT THEY CONSIDERED THAT ONE MODE 
ESSENTIAL 4 
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1. What would the immediate disciples of Christ under-' 


stand from the simple face of the command “ Baptize V” 

In Heb. ix. 10, we read of a ritual service “‘ which 
stood only in meats and drinks, and divers wasuines.” 
In the original, it is (Svapogovs Pamtuouors), “ Divers 
BAPTISMS.” 

So, according to Paul, there were ‘“‘ baptisms” under 
the Old Testament dispensation; and they are alike 
wrong, who say that there was no baptism before 
John,* and they who cut the Bible in two, and throw 
away the Old Testament, when they go to learn what the 
word Baptism means. 

Paul contrasts this dispensation with that of which 
Christ is High Priest. He has told in what the first dis- 
pensation stood, and he goes on to say in what the new 
dispensation does not stand. ‘‘ Neither by the blood of 
goats and calves, but by his own blood.” “< For if the 
blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a heifer 





* We are often quoted as though we held that John’s baptism 
was “ from men ;” and long arguments full of emotion at such a 
flagrant contradiction of our Saviour are held, to prove that John’s 
baptism was not from men. We never doubted, that John’s bap- 
tism was not from men. And yet the worn baptize, and the 
THING baptize, so far as the outward act is concerned, were in 
common use long before John; as Paul here witnesses. The 
auihority for baptizing with the “baptism unto repentance,” John had 
from heaven; the design and wnport of that baptism were from 
heaven, new and specially given to John. But the act was not 
then first practised. A new use was made of an old thing. The 
design, and import, and use, were the substance of the baptism ; the 
mode was a trifle. The mind of our Saviour, as wellas the en 
of his hearers, fastened upon these—the design, meaning, and use 


of the baptism,—when he asked, “ The bition of John, was it 
from Heaven, or of men 2” 
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sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the 
flesh, how much more shall the blood of Christ purge 
your conscience |”? He specifies here what ‘ washings” 
(BAPTISMS), or purifyings, he speaks of; and the only 
ones which he specifies, are those performed with 
“ blood,’ and with the “ashes of a heifer sprRInKLING 
the unclean.” The persons and things purified were 
never immersed in blood, they were sprinkled; and these 
sprinklings Paul here calls baptisms. It should be no- 
ticed too that as the sprixkling of the blood of bulls, and 
of the ashes of a heifer, sanctifieth to the purifying of the 
“ flesh,”’ so the application of the “blood of Christ,” which 
purgeth “the conscience,” is repeatedly called the 
“‘ spRINKLING” (never the immersion) “ of the blood of 
Chrest.” 

The “ puRIFYING OF THE FLESH” by the ashes of a 
heifer, to which Paul here refers, is prescribed in Num- 
bers xix. 17,18. ‘And foran unclean person, they shall 
take of the ashes of the burnt heifer of purification for sin, 
and running water shall be put thereto in a vessel, and a 
clean person shall sPRINKLE it upon the tent, and upon all 

_ the vessels, and upon the persons that were there, and 
upon him that touched a bone, or one slain, or one dead, 
or a grave.” 

It is added, that on the seventh day ‘‘le shall bathe 
himself ;”” and our Baptist brethren are fond of saying 
that the “ Baptism refers to the bathing.” Iam glad of 
the objection, because it distinctly recognizes the fact 
that Paul refers to these purifyings as among his “‘ pIvERS 
paptisms.””? But the objection is idle ; as Paul does not 
specify the bathing as any part of what he means ; but he 
does specify the “ sprinkling.” He does not say that 
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the bathing* “‘ sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh,” 
but he says it is “the blood of bulls and goats, and the 
ashes of the heifer sprinkLinG the unclean, that sancti- 
fieth.” It is what is done by another hand (for a “ clean 
person” must sprinkle the unclean), on which Paul’s 
mind fastens as the baptism; and he does not deem it 


* If he did, the word bathixg would not. necessarily imply an 
immersion. Bathing here is synonymous with washing. 

By a course of argument entirely different from that which I 
have employed, President Beecher has shown, I think beyond dis- 
pute, that these “ Baptisms” refer to things which certainly were 
not immersions. The substance of his argument is this: 1. “ The 
whole passage relates to the effects of the Mosaic ritual entirely 
on persons, and not on things.” 2.“ The ‘ Baptisms’ are spoken of 
as ENJOINED, as well as other rites. But of persons, No IMMER- 
SIONS AT ALL ARE ENJOINED UNDER THE Mosaic RITUAL.” 
“ No washing of persons is ever enjoined” by the word tabal, to 
immerse, even in a single instance, nor by any word that denotes 
immersion—but, as I think, without exception, by the word 
Rahhats, which denotes to wash, without any reference to mode.” 
“ Those who read the English version might suppose that, where 
the direction to bathe occurs, immersion is enjoined; but in every 
such case the original is only to wash.” Mr. Beecher does not 
deem it necessary to deny that the bathing might sometimes have 
been done by immersion; but athrms that immersion could not 
be deemed necessary from anything expressed or implied in the 
command. The command being to wash, or purify—the mode was ~ 
not a matter of command. 

Even immersion would be no compliance with the command, 
save only as it was a mode of washing. The word used in the 
command, is the same as that used in Gen. xviii. 4, “Let a little 
water, I pray you, be fetched and wasu your feet;” Gen. xliii. 
31, “And he washed his face and went out.” So Levit. xiv. 9, 
“ Also, he shall wash his flesh in water, and he shall be clean.” 

President Beecher here meets the Baptists on their own ground, 
and shows that, if Paul refers to these bathings when he speaks of 
“ Baptisms,” even then he cannot mean “ immersions.” 
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necessary to specify anything else. . And this application 
of blood, which was made by sprinkding, and the ashes of 
a heifer sprinkling the unclean, Paul calls a baptism. 
The current of his discourse leads him on to speak of 
another of the “ divers baptisms,” in ver. 15, and onward. 
Having made a comparison between the “ purifying of 
the flesh” by the sprinkling of blood, and of the ashes of 
a heifer, and the “purging of the conscience” by the 
“ sprinkling of the bleod of Christ,” he runs out the 
same parallel between the ritual of establishing the first 
testament under Moses, and the ritual of establishing the 
second under Christ. It is worthy of remark that the 
same form of ritual is still kept up ; it is still a sprinkling, 
‘and not an immersion. ‘For when Moses had speken 
every precept to all the people, according to the law, he 
took of the blood of calves and of geats, with water, and 
scarlet wool, and hyssep, and sprinkled the book and all 
the people. Moreover, he sprinkled likewise with blood 
both the tabernacle and all the vesseis of the ministry.” 
The argument is, that Christ, in ratifying the new cove- 
nant, must ratify it with his own blood ; and the only 
modal application of this blood spoken of even in figure, 
is. the “ sprinkling of the blood of Christ’? The current 
of his discourse, and the contrast which runs throughout 
his argument, shows that the “‘ divers baptisms”? are still 
referred to in these purifyings so repeatedly described 
under the mede of sprinkling. 
He speaks of “ divers baptisms.” Another of these is 
mentioned in Numb. viii. 7: “ And this shalt thou do 
unto them to cleanse them” (viz. the Levites, to prepare 
them to enter upon the functions of their office), ‘‘ sprinkle 
water of purifying upon them, and let them shave all 
3 
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their flesh, and let them wash their clothes, and so make 
themselves clean.”” Note here, that no man inducts 
himself into the priesthood, and all that was done to the 
Levite by another’s hand was the “ sprinkling.” The 
Leper was in like manner to be cleansed by sprinkling, 
Lev. xiv. 9. And so pre-eminently is the sprinkling: 
considered as the important element in the cleansing, 
that this alone is the outward part of the ritual pitched 
upon to designate the purifying with which Christ wash- 
es away the sins, and cleanses away the pollution of the 
soul. Thus, Isaiah lif. 15, “ So shall he” sprinkle many 
nations.” Heb. xii. 24, “And sprinkling of the blood of 
Christ.” 1 Pet. i. 2, “And sprinkling of the blood of 
Christ.” You never read of his “ Immersing many na- 
tions,” nor of the “ Immersion of the blood of Christ ie 
no, never, in the word of God. 

But the mporr of baptism by water is this same cleans- 
ing away of sin by the blood of Christ. The washing 
away of sin is effected—not by the water—but by the 
blood of Christ. Baptism by water signifies this wash- 
ing away of sins. Thus,“ Arise, and be baptized, and 
toash away thy sins.”* Now if the application of the sign 
is to resemble the application of the thing which per- 
forms the real cleansing, and to resemble it even in figure ; 
if the tyne is to resemble the antitype ; the shadow the 
substance ; then as it is the sprinkling of the blood of 
Christ that pors the cleansing, surely it should be the 
sprinkling of the water in baptism that sientrtes the 





* There is a curious mode of setting aside this argument, by 
considering baptism as designed to represent the burial and resur- 
rection of Christ! The word of God gives quite another view of 
the import of baptism; see Acts ii. 38, and xxii. 16. 
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cleansing; immersion would spoil the resemblance, and 
mar the significance of the sign. 

But not.to come at the conclusion too soon, let us hold 4 
here upon, the testimony of the facts so far considered. 
We have: here, then, “ prvers Baptisms” performed by 
“SPRINELING. > 

Turn now to Mark vii. 3, 4—“‘ For the Pharisees, and 
all-‘the Jews, except they wash their hands oft, eat not ; 
holding the tradition of the elders. And when they 
come from the market,* except they wasH, they eat not ; 
and many other things there be which they have receiy- 
ed to hold, as the wasuine of cups, and pots, and brazen 
vessels, and tables.” 

The words “ wash,” and “‘ washing” are, in the origi- 
nal (Bartisrtar), except they HAVE BAPTIZED THEM- 
SELVEs ; and (Gartvomovs), “ Baprisms.” 

- See how this subject is introduced. ‘ And when the; 
saw some of his disciples eat bread with defiled (that s 
‘to say, with wnwashen) hands, they found fault.” Then 
follows the explanation : “ For the Pharisees, and all the — 
Jews, except they wash their hands oft, eat not; and 
when they come from the market, except they wash, 
they eat not.” See Matt. xv. 2—‘ Then the Pharisees 
and Scribes asked him, Why walk not thy disciples ac-_ 
cording. to the tradition of the elders,t but eat bread 






* Rosenmiiller says, “ The sense is, ‘when they come from the 
market (i.e. any ublic place), they do not take. their food except 
they wash their han is Ayopa (the market) signifies not only a con- 
course of men, or place of public resort, in which provisions aré 
sold, and in which trials are held, but all similar public places. 
Ayopa—public places, opposed to private dwellings.”: 

+ “ The rule of the rabbins was, that if they washed their hands — 
well in the morning the first thing they did, it would serve for 
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with unwashen hands 2”? Compare this with Luke xi. 38. 
A pharisee marvelled that the Lord Jesus ‘¢ had not first 
" washed before dinner” (original, eBanto6y) ; that “ he 
had not first BEEN BAPTIZED before dinner.” “The fault 
of the Lord Jesus and of the disciples, in the eyes of the 
Jews, was, that they had not first been BAPTIZED (or bap- 
tized themselves) before eating ; 7. e., they had eaten with 
UNWASHEN HANDS. The washing of the hands, there- 
fore, was a baptism; and, as the form of the original 
language, as well as our translation, shows, a baptism 
of the persons, not simply of the hands; i. e., Tuny (the 
persons) were baptized when their hands had been wash- 
ed for a ceremonial purifying. 
There is this further peculiarity about it; their hands 
~ were not commonly dipped or immersed, but washed in 
running water, as streaming from a pitcher or froma 
watering pot.* 


~- all day, provided they kept alone; but if they went into company, they 
must not, at their return, either eat or pray, till they had washed 
their tands.”— Matthew Henry, on Mark vii. 4. Fe iy 
* A very worthy minister of the Episcopal church, who “had 
travelled much, and spent considerable time in the East (formerly 
Rector of St. Paul’s Church in this place), assured me that the 
practice is continued in the Eastern world to this day. Before 
meals, a servant comes round with a pitcher, and pours water on 
the hands of those about to eat, or they are otherwise cleansed 
with running or streaming water. He said, as often as he saw it 
done, it brought to his mind the passage #: Kings iii. 11. 
‘“‘Here is Elisha, the son of Shaphat, who poured water on the 
hands of Elijah,” i. e. who was servant to him: the very common 
duty of a servant is used as’an appellation to designate the relation 
of a servant. 
The custom of washing the hands before eating, as it still pre- 
vails in the East, was this: “ When they wash, the water is poured 
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T am aware that attempts have been made to set aside 


the force of these passages, in Mark vii. and Luke xi. _ 


But these attempts have done no more than to demon- 
strate the strencth of our position. There are onl “a 
possible grounds of resisting the conclusion. Oo 
which is, that the baptism is predicated of the hands, as 
though the hands were immersed ; and the other, that 
while the Jews on many occasions wasHeD their hands, 
‘yet as often as they came from the market, they IMMERSED 
their whole bodies. As was noticed in the previous dis- 
course, Dr. Campbell takes the first ground, and Mr. 
Carson the second. Campbell, appearing to know full 
well the absurdity of supposing that “ all the Jews” al- 
ways “immersed” themselves as often as they came 
from the market before eating, referred the baptism to 
the hands, and maintained an immersion, but an immersion 
of the hands only. Carson replies, that he considers 
Campbell’s view of the matter as “nothing but an in- 
genious, device, without any authority from the practice 
of the language.” Such it most undoubtedly is. No 
scholar could ever have been betrayed into such a “ de- 
vice,” save from the hard necessity of making out an 





from a vase upon the hands over a basin—they never make use of a 
basin or a tub to wash in, as is the practice elsewhere.” (Oscanyan, 
in Kurtz, p. 179.) 

In John ii. 6, &c., where there were set six water-pots of stone, 
after the manner of the purifying of the Jews :—at the time of the 
middle of the feast these water-pots appear to have been empty 
The purif ng (which Mark and Luke call a baptizing) bad been 
performed, not by the guests immersing themselves or dipping 
their hands in the water-pots, but by “ drawing out,” and probably 
by carrying and pouring the water on the hands. If this be 80, 
then our Baptist brethren are left destitute of that last, but unavail- 


ing refuge, the “ dipping of the hands.” 





reel 
~~ 


o 
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“¢immersion”” in this case, by some means ‘or other. Gar- 
son, on the other hand, maintains that we are taught 
here, that “all the Jews,”? whenever they have been’ at 
the market, never eat except they have immersed the whole 
body. He says (p. 68), “ It ought to have been trans- 
lated ‘except they dip themselves they eat not.’?” 
What does-he bring to prove it? The word baptize, 
baptize means immerse; therefore they were immersed, 
the Holy Spirit being witness! But the very question is, 
whether baptize means immerse. The Holy Spirit has 
said they were baptized, and has so explained it as to 
leave us to understand that they were baptized (ceremo- 
nially purified) by washing their hands. The Holy Spirit 
has said that they were baptized, but the Spirit has not 
told us that by baptize he means immerse. What was 
the fact? Did the Jews always immerse themselves as 
often as they came from the market ?* Tome it appears 
clear that the Holy Spirit has explained what the fact 
was ; they washed their hands. “And what does Mr. Car- 
son bring to show that they always immersed their whole 
bodies as often as they camé from the market ? Nothing 
but this idle begging of the question concerning the word 
baptize. There is not a scrap of evidence in-anything 
else in the wide world to show itt The manners and 

* Kuwinoel declares it to be improbable, and maintains that it 
cannot be proved by sufficient arguments that they had such a 
custom. 7 

t “There is no evidence that the Jews washed their whole 
bodies every time they came from the market.”— Barnes. The 
attempt of “ Transmontanus,” p. 107, &e., to substantiate such a 
custom, more thoroughly convinces me of the entire absence of all 
proof or trace of such a custom. His Jewish Rabbi Maimonides, 
on the requisitions of the law, is too late by eleven centuries } and 


*, 
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customs of the Jews were well known. They have 
seen well known since throughout the four quarters of 
the globe, wherever their nation has been scattered and 
peeled ; the washing of the hands still exists ; but nothing 
—no nothing from all history has been adduced to show 
that they observe, or ever have observed the custom 
which Mr. Carson here attributes to them. Nothing— 
ao, nothing, but this idle begging of tHe question has been 
alleged and substantiated, or can be. But all this mat- 
ters nothing to Mr. Carson! High, low, rich, poor ; at 
home and abroad ; winter or summer ; all are conveni- 
ently furnished with baths, or with something else, where 
they may conveniently immerse themselves before eating, 
as often as they have been at the market! It matters 
nothing that these things were never heard of ; “‘ baptize 
means immerse,” and therefore it must be so. It matters 
not, that “‘ according to the manner of purifying of the 
Jews,” there were set, not “baths,” but “water pots ag 
and that those used at the marriage supper in Cana, 
when they would seem to need “ much water” if ever, 
contained about “ two or three firkins a-piece” (somewhat 
over half a barrel, according to the largest computation), 
large enough, it should seem, to purify a whole company 


his statement bears in itself marks of the superstitious corruptions 
of later times. Besides, Maimonides himself, with regard to the 
custom referred to in Mark vii. 4, bears testimony that the baptizing 
was a washing of the hands. “ A man shall wash his hands in 
the morning, so that it shall suffice him for the whole day, and he 
‘shall not wash his hands as oft as he eats, which holds if he do 
do not”... . “go abroad, or meddle with business, or go to the 
market, &c., but if he do so, he is bound to wash his hands as oft 
as there is need of washing” (in Scott’s Commentary). The other 
. evidences of Transmontanus do not reach the case. 
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of guests, but of questionable capacity for a single ime 
mersion. No; no matter for difficulties. N 0, says 
Carson, ‘“ Even an inexplicable difficulty would not affect 
the certainty of my conclusions.» But enough ; I think 
you will conclude with me, that here is sufficient proof, 
that Mark, speaking as he was moved by the Holy Ghost, 
teaches us that the word “ baptism” was used to denote 
(among other things) a ritual washing of the hands. Of 
course, the immersion of the whole body is in no way 
essential to a baptism. 

The mutual contradictions of our Baptist brethren, in 
the evasions which they attempt on this passage in Mark 
vii. 3, 4, only show the absolute certainty that baptism 
here means no immersion. While Carson says, p. 307, 
“Hither the persons referred to were immersed on the 
occasions referred to, or the inspired writer testifies a 
falsehood,” Mr. W. oolsey says, p. 158, “ There is not 
sufficient ground for believing that the Jews immersed their. 
whole body when returning from the market.” With him 
agrees Professor Ripley, who says, ““In the absence of 
clear satisfying proof, it is not becoming to make positive 
assertions.” Mr. Woolsey* endeavors to show that, on 
the occasion referred to, they only immersed their hands. 
But the sacred record says, “ Except they (Baotowrrar) - 
baptize themselves!” it mentions no part of the body, 
but refers the baptism to the person, ag absolutely as in 
any case whatever. To insert the word hands here is to 
alter the diction, and pervert the meaning of the Holy 
Ghost. And so Carson argues ; for, p. 68, he says, 


“When no part is mentioned or excepted the whole body 
is always meant.” ; . 


* The generality of the Baptist writers do the same, 
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In making some evasion, however, Baptist authors 
generally agree. They affirm that while, on ordinary 
occasions, ‘‘ the Pharisees and all the Jews, except they 
wash their hands oft, eat not,” yet upon coming from the 
market, they eat not except they immerse ; i. e., as some 
» say, immerse themselves, or others, their hands. And 
they say that if this distinction is not made in the two 
cases mentioned in Mark vii. 4, the second is a mere 
stupid tautology.* 

The force of this is, that on the especial occasion of 
coming from the market (ayogés), they perfurm a special 
and extraordinary ablution, viz., an immersion, while on 
other occasions they simply wash their hands. The very 
connection of the passage refutes this distinction. Where 
had Jesus and his disciples been, when the Jews com- 
plained that his disciples eat with unwashen hands? 
Turn to the verse preceding this seventh chapter, and you 


will see. They had been in the “ villages,” CC Gity 


= country,” and “ streets”? But the word “ streets’”’ is 
in the original ayogass (agorais), precisely the word 
rendered in vii. 4, market. Jesus and his disciples then 
had come from the markets ; and the Pharisees wondered 
that they eat bread with defiled (that is to say with un- 
washen) hands. Then follows the explanation: and it 

* Mr. Gale invented a curious way of getting over this diffi- 
‘eulty, An immersion he was determined to have, for here was a 
baptizing. But since it was incredible that they always immersed 
themselves, he held that they immersed their provisions, or what- 
ever they brought from the raarket. This is now given up, and 
a dipping (in distinction from washing ) of the hands is substituted ; 
but with no more reason or authority than for the invention of 
MivGale, Ar. ; 

: ‘gs 
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is making no tautology to understand the last clause as 2 
specific example (appiicable to the case in hand) of the 
general custom mentioned in the first ; “‘ For the Phari- 
sees, and all the Jews, except they wash their hands oft, 
eat not” (here is the general custom, they wash their 
hands “‘ oft :” then follows the particular instance, appli- . 
cable to the case in hand) ; ‘And when they come from 
the market, except they wash (baptize themselves), they 
eat not.” They had just come from the market-places. 
(ayogats) ; and the wonder was that they did not baptize 
themselves: that is, that they eat bread with unwashen 
hands. Such is the explanation which the Scripture 
gives of the sense in which the Scripture uses the word 
5 baptize.”’ ' 
This view is still further corroborated by the passage 
in Luke “xi. 38: Jesus had been working miracles, and 
engaged in giving continued instructions. Nothing is 
said to show that it was in a market; though, attracted 
by. his instructions, a crowd had gathered round him. 
“¢ And as he spake, a certain Pharisee besought him to 
dine with him ; and he went in, and sat~down to meat. 
And when the Pharisee saw it, he marvelled that he had 
not first washed before dinner’? (in the original, Banton, 
that he had. not been baptized). Did the Pharisee 
wonder that Jesus had not first immersed his whole body, 

_ before eating an ordinary meal? Did the Pharisee im- 
merse himself? Did he offer to lead Jesus toa bath?’ 
Was there any retiring and unrobing for an immersion ? 
Or must we not suppose, rather, that the Pharisee wash- 
ed his. own hands on the. spot, from the use of some 
“ water-p ot, after the manner of the purifying of the 
Jews ;” and wondered that Jesus {as had been 
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complained of his disciples) eat with ‘ unwashen 
hands ??* 

One thing further is to be observed here. The word 
washed (ebaptisthe), in Luke xi. 38, is, letter for letter, 
in all respects precisely the same, as that used in Mark 
i. 9, “Jesus” (ebaptisthe) “ was baptized of John in 
Jordan.” In Luke xi. 38, the Holy Ghost affirms the 
baptism of the person as fully, as absolutely, as unequi- 
vocally as he does when he says Jesus was baptized of 
‘John in Jordan. Yet the baptism in Luke xi. 38, was 
- no immersion, but “a simple ablution of the hands, by 
pouring, or allowing water to run over them. Nay, the 
Holy Ghost uses in this case the selfsame word, without 
the alteration of a single letter, without a syllable of ex- 
planation, with no..circumstance to modify or diminish 
the full meaning of the word baptize. How then can it 
be pretended from the meaning of the word alone, that 
Jesus was immersed of John in Jordan? . Why could not 
the baptism in* this case be performed by pouring water 
on him, as well as in the other? With this explicit and 
unequivocal testimony of the Holy Ghost, as to the com- 
mon meaning of “baptize” in the sacred writings, how 
can our Baptist brethren pretend, that when our Saviour 
commands us to be baptized, he commands us to be 


* Nor is the common evasion of our Baptist brethren, concern- 
ing dipping the hands, possible here. The word ebaptisthe is in the 
passive voice, and does not admit the word hands to be understood 
as its object. Nor are we allowed to supply it by synecdoche ; 
for where an author omits so to limit his meaning to a part, we 
have no authority to alter his meaning by supplying it. The 
word hands is not in this passage, or near it. The sacred writer 
refers absolutely to the baptism of the person. 
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immersed, without being guilty of altering the command 
of Christ, and adding to the word of God? 

To my mind, here is, so far, demonstration—proof 
which puts it beyond my power to doubt,—that sprink- 
ling and pouring are SCRIPTURAL MODES OF BAPTISM. 
Whether the mode of immersion has a scriptural recog- 
nition is a matter that is yet to appear. It is certain, 
without going farther, that imMERSION CANNOT BE ESSEN- 
TIAL TO BAPTISM. . 

Let us come now to the use of the word “ baptize” with 
reference to the work of the Holy Spirit. Jesus said, 
Acts i. 3, “ John truly baptized with water, but ye shall 
be baptized with the Holy Ghost, not many days hence.” 
I will not stop to show how grossly this would sound to 
alter it, according to the proposal of our Baptist brethren, 
so as to read, ** But ye shall be immersed with (or in) the 
Holy Ghost.’ ee ; 

This baptism was accomplished on the day of Pente- 
cost. Peter said of it, “‘ This is that which:was spoken 
by the prophet Joel; And it shall come td pass in the 
last days,—I will pour out my spirit upon all flesh.”— 
& He-(Jesus) hath shed forth this ;” so, Acts xi. 15, 16, 
“And as I began to speak, the Holy Ghost fei? on them, 
as on us at-the beginning. Then remembered I the word 
of the Lord, how that he said, John indeed baptized with 
water, but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost.” 
The mode of the baptism here spoken of, is under the fig- 
ure of pouring and shedding forth. The gift of the Spirit is 
never spoken of under the figure of immersion, but as a 
pouring, shedding forth, sprinkling, coming down like 
rain. Thus, Isaiah xliy. 3, “I will pour out my Spirit 
upon thy seed.” Ezek. xxxyi. 25, 26,“ Then will I 
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sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean: a 
‘new heart also will I give you.” Compare Tit. 1. 5, 6, 
By the washing of regeneration, the renewing of the 
Holy Ghost, which is shed on us abundantly ;” Ps. xli. 6, 
«¢ He shall come down upon the mown grass as showers 
that water the earth;” Isaiah lii. 15, ‘So shall he 
sprinkle many nations.” 

It has been argued that the baptizing was still by im- 
mersion, as the Spirit was shed down “ abundantly,” and 
“ filled the room.” The Scripture says, ‘' the sound” fill- 
ed the room. It is not so gross as to speak of the Holy 
Spirit filling a room like a material substance, and thus 
immersing people. Besides, though you might cover peo- 
ple by pouring water on them, provided they were en- 
closed in a room or vessel, you could not be said to “ dip” 
or “ plunge” them in so doing ; but immersion ( and it is 
contended that the baptism of the Holy Ghost shall be 
called the “‘dmmersion” of the Holy Ghost), immersion 
has the act of dipping entering necessarily into its idea, as 
' svell as the act of covering. Moreover, all converted 
persons are baptized with the Holy Ghost. Paul says, 1 
Cor, xii. 13, “ For by one spirit are we all baptized into 
one body, whether we be Jew or Gentile, bond or free.” 
But who will pretend that all converted persons are 
“¢immersed” into the Holy Ghost, according to the man- 
ner, in which (it is argued) the apostles were immersed 
on the day of Pentecost, by pouring the Spirit upon them 
till it filled the room, and so immersed them? ~ 

Here I rest underthis topic. The mode of baptism in 
the baptism of the Holy Ghest, as that mode is indicated © 
by the uniform figure, is pouring, shedding forth, sprink- 
ling, coming down like rai, or like showers, falling upon. 
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I cannot but wonder that those who insist so much Open 
the words, “ buried with him in baptism,” are not able to 


see in these also an equal authority for proper modes of - 


baptism ; even granting (what I do not grant) that their 


favorite phrase has some reference to a mode of bap- 


tism. 

Having traced the meaning of the word “ baptize” so 
far in the Scriptures, turn to the early Christian Fathers, 
whose views of what is essential to baptism were mould- 
ed on the meaning of the term common among Christians 
and Jews. The following examples, with several others, 
are adduced by Dr. Pond.* “Trrtuiitan speaks of 


baptism being administered by sprinkling. ‘Who will 


accommodate you, a man so little to be trusted (asper- 
ginem unam aque) with one sprinkling of water 2” 

‘¢ ORIGEN represents the wood on the altar, over which 
water was poured at the command of Elijah (1 Kings 
Xvill. 33,) as having been baptized. 

“‘ Lacrantivs says that Christ received baptism, ‘ that 
he might save the Gentiles by baptism,’ that is (purifici 
roris perfusione) by the distilling of the purifying 
dew. 

‘¢ CypRIAN, JEROME, and some others of the Fathers, 
understood the prediction, ‘I will sprinkle clean water 
upon you,’ Ezek, xxxvi. 25, as having reference to wa- 
ter baptism. 

“ CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, speaking of a backslider, 
whom John was the means of reclaiming, says, ‘ He was 
baptized a second time with tears.? 

“‘ATuanasius reckons up eight several ‘ baptisms,” 
and the sixth in‘his enumeration is that ‘ of tears.’ 


* See pp. 33, 34, of his excellent work on Baptism. 


of 
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.“ G@recory Nazranzen says, ‘I know of a fourth bap- 
tism, that by martyrdom and blood; and I know of a 
fifth, that of fears.’ “The baptism of tears and blood was 
a favorite phraseology with the early Christians.” 

Now inall these baptisms, of the ‘wood and the altar,” 
of “ tears,” and “‘ blood,” the idea of “ dipping,” “ plung- 
ing,” “ burying,” or ‘“‘ immersing,” isexcluded. ‘ Wet,” 
“‘ washed,” “ sprinkled,” “ poured upon,” those spoken 
of here as baptized might be; but whether men may 
be dipped or immersed in their own tears or blood, admits 
of a question. If it be said that these representations are 
figurative, certainly there is no immersion about them, 
even in figure. 

The conclusion is, that the early fathers, as well as the 
Apostles, understood the word “ baptize” in quite 
another sense than that of immerse. Their idea of bap- 
tism was that of a purifying (or consecrating) by sprink- 
ling or pouring, and these are the modes under which is 
constantly represented the purifying (the baptism) of the 
Holy Ghost. ‘ 

I have now done with the argument under the first 
head, and we are ready for the question, What would the 
immediate disciples of our Lord understand from the simple 
face of-the command BapPTizE? Would they consider 

immersion as ESSENTIAL? I think the conclusion is inevi- 
“table; 17 1s ImposstsLe. Sprinkling and pouring they 
would inevitably consider lawful and proper modes ; and 
so far, it has not appeared that they have any notion of 
immersing at all: or any authority for it, if direct au- 
thority be sought for a specific mode. 

Ihave dongvil the argument from the meaning of 
the word, and proceed to the second inquiry. 
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2. “ Ts.there satisfactory evidence that the disciples of 
Christ ahoays administered baptism by immersion? 1 say 
always ; for if they did not always do so immersion can- 
not be essential, even though it could be proved (which 
it cannot be) that immersion was the common mode. 

John was baptizing in Enon, “ because there was much 
water there.” It is contended that the “ much water’? 
could be needed only for immersion, and thattherefore 
John baptized by immersion. ; 

It is not a little remarkable that they who print this in 
capitals to prove that John haptized by immersion, pre- 
sently find water enough in Jerusalem to baptize three 
thousand in a small part of one day. They are fond of 
asking, “Way DID HE GO TO THE RIVER?” T hey dwell 
much upon “ FortowiNe THE SaviouR DOWN THE BANKS 
or JorpaN ;” and upon “ Gone To THE RIVER.” But 
though Jordan was at hand, we read no more about the 
disciples going ‘to the river.” We hear nothing said 
by the Apostles about following the Saviour down the 
banks of Jordan. They baptize wherever they may hap- 
pen to be ; and are never ata loss, or compelled to remove 
to another place for the purpose of finding “ much wa- 
ter.” It does not appear that they ever think it needs 
much water for baptism. It seems strange, therefore, 
that John went to Enon to find much water for the mere 
purpose of baptizing. - 

John preached “‘in the wilderness” (Matt. iii.) itis said, 


Mark i. 4,‘ John did nartize in the wrtpERNESss.”” Itis . 


said that “ Jerusalem and all Judee, and-all the region 
round about, went out to John? \Suel multitudes 


id 


would need “ much water” for “StHEr Pt rbses than im- 


mersion ; and John must needs resort to a place where 


Me t 
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much water might be found to furnish those multitudes 
in the wilderness with drink, unless indeed he could work 
a miracle, and we read that “John did no miracle.” 
This may seem, at first view, a little matter to us, in this 
land of wells, and brooks, and springs; but all who are 
familiar with travels in the East, know how important a 
considerable caravan finds it to get near a good watering 
place for an encampment, even for a single night. 

Now what was this “ Wilderness of Judea?” Take 
the map and look eastward from Jerusalem and Judea to 


Jordan, to the region lying between these, and from the. 


Dead Sea up to what is supposed to be Enon. You 
have embraced the location of the wilderness of Judea. 


wall 


And what is this wilderness? An American lady (Mrs. | 


Haight), who travelled up this region from J ericho a short 
time since, thus describes her journey in Vol. il., p. 131, 
of her travels. ‘ Our course lay due north, up the val- 


ley of Jordan. We replenished our water-bottles (bags), as_ 


we were warned that we should find no more watil after- 
noon. At this spot we left all signs of cultivation ; the 
plain was afterward one entire desert, during the whole 


day’s ride of twenty-five miles. The soil was a compact — 


gravel, or as eeologists call it, a ‘hard pan,’ partially cov- 
ered with a short dry grass, the result of the winter rains, 
which withers up the moment their influence is past. 
Not a single object or incident occurred during this most 
tedious and painful day of all my life. This was the first 
time since we left Beyroot that we had suffered any 
length of time for want of water. By nine o’clock the 
intense heat of the sun made the water in the leather bot- 
tles so warm that we could not drink it. Extreme thirst 
obliged us merely to moisten our parched tongues.” 
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Josephus bears the same testimony of this wilderness. 
“‘ The whole plain,” says he, “is destitute of water, ex- 
cept the Jordan.”” In another place he says, that “ The 
Jordan, dividing the lake of Gennesareth in the midst, 
passes through an eatensive desert into the Dead 
Sea.” 

In this wilderness John was preaching and baptizing. — 
There seems here reason enough why, being in the wil- 
derness, he should “ co ro THE RIVER” even if it were not 
to immerse ; and reason enough why he should resort to 

‘Enon for much water, even for other purposes than im- 
‘mersion. The immense multitudes would need water 
for drink ; or if they had prudently brought a supply in 
their leathern bags, John might still have preferred the 
waters of the river for the purpose of purifying ; and the 
traveller “‘ Sandys* says, that at Enon are little sprincs 
gushing out, whose waters are soon absorbed by the 
sands.” Could not these springs, with their streams, 
have been the (aolda idata), “many waters,” for the 
sake of which John resorted to Enon ; for it eannot be 
supposed but that there was as “ much water? anywhere 
along the stream of Jordan as opposite to Enon; and to 
find much water in Jordan could be no reason for going 
to Enon more than for “ going to the river,” or any other 
spot? We read no more of « going to the river,” or of 
going to any spot to find much water for the purpose of 
baptizing. J leave it, therefore, for you to judge, whether 
the argument for immersion from going “ to the river,” 
and from going to Enon, because there was “‘ much water 
there,” does not dissipate and scatter away like the mists 
before the sun and wind. 


* Hamilton on Baptism, p. 92, 


. 
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“But Jesus came up straightway out of the water.” 
The argument drawn from this is distinct from that of 
going to the river, and from the “ much water” at Enon. 
It therefore merits a distinct examination.» 

Did Jesus emerge from beneath the surface of the water ; 
or did he simply go up out of the water, or from the 
water? The original language here is such as can have 
no reference to emerging from under water, the Greek is 


 evaBaivay ano tov idat0s,—“ going up out of (or from) 


the water.” The verb and the preposition both forbid 
the idea of emerging from under water. To express 
this both should have been changed, and the Greek is 
supplied with words to express the idea exactly. And 


‘Carson, who is a profound Greek scholar, and never ad- 


mits against his scheme anything that he is not compelled 
to admit, says (p. 200), “I admit the proper translation 
of azo.(apo) is from, not out of. I perfectly agree with 
Mr. Ewing that «70 (the word here translated ‘ out of’) 
would have its meaning fully verified, if they had only 
gone down TO THE EDGE of the water.” But, says he, 
“My argument is this. If baptism had not been by im- 


: mersion, there can be no adequate cause alleged for go- 


ing to the river. Can sober judgment, can candor sup- 
pose, that if a handful of water would have sufficed for 
baptism, they would have gone to the river ia 

I trust Ihave your judgment decisively given on the 
subject of: going to the river :” and the other part, that 
of « coming out of the water,” Mr. Carson has formally 
given up. So in neither case is there the shadow of a 
proof, or of a presumption, that the baptism was per- 
formed by immersion. Going into the water (even if we 
‘admit that the Saviour went further than “ the edge of the 
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water’’), and coming up. owt of the water, does not neces- 
sarily imply.that one has been under water, or that he 
has been. in knee-deep. How much less can a simple 
going up from the water, when it is not certain that one 
has been into the water at all, necessarily imply that he 
had been under water? How idle to rely upon this to 
prove it ! : 
Take now the baptism of the Eunuch, Acts viii. 38, 
39. “© And they went down both into the water, both Philip 
aud the Ewnuch, and he baptized them. And when they 
were come up out of the water, the Spirit of the Lords 
caught away Philip.” wer 
On this Mr. Carson says (p. 203), ‘‘ The man who 
can read it, and not see immersion in it, must have in his 
mind something unfavorable to the investigation of truth. 
As long as] fear God, I cannot, for all the kingdoms of 
the world, resist the evidence of this single document. 
Nay, had I no conscience, I could not as a scholar at- 
tempt to expel immersion from this account. All the in- 
genuity of all the critics in Europe cannot expel immer- 
sion from this account. Amidst the most violent per 
version that it can sustain on the rack, it will still. ery 
out immersion, ImMERsION.”? The fact, that in a work in 
which he goes over the whole field of debate, and dis- 
cusses the meaning of “baptize”? from old Homer to the end 
of Greek ; the fact that in such a work, consisting of 274 
pages, on the mode of baptism, he spends 24 pages upon 
this single passage of Philip and the Eunuch, shows of 
how much importance he makes it ; and indeed we are — 
ready to suspect, from his spending so much labor on so 
very plain a case, that he found it not very easy to make 
a clear immersion out of it after all. .. 
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I profess I see no immersion in the account. Whence 
is the immersion inferred? From the fact that the 
Eunuch went into the water, and came up out of the 
water? But they went down “ both”? into the water, 
and “‘ they”? (both) came up out of the water. If going 
into the water, and coming up out of the water, prove 
an immersion, it proves that Philip was immersed as well 
as the Eunuch: and what thus proves too much (prayer 
what is not true), proves nothing. 

Is it proved from the fact that the Eunuch was bap- 
tized? What that baptizing was, is the question. I 
have proved that people and things were often baptized 
when they were not immersed, but only sprinkled or 
poured upon. The baptism proves no immersion. 

Precisely the same words might have been used in 
the narrative, had they come toa stream not ankle-deep, 
and gone down both into* the water ; and if Philip, hav- 
ing no convenient basin or dish, had dipped his hand in 
the water, and poured or sprinkled it upon the Eunuch ; 
and if then they had both come up out of the water. 
Who will prove to me that this stream was a foot deep t 
Who will prove it a stream at all? Who will prove the 
quantity of water there was sufficient to render an immer- 


* Ttis not certain that they went further than tothe water. To 
make the Greek «s necessarily mean 1nTo, would make Jesus 
come into Jerusalem, when he was as far off as “ Bethphage and 
the Mount of Olives,” Matth. xxi. 1. It would make our Lord 
command Peter go info the sea, when he was only to go éo the sea, 
Matth. xvii. 27, and Peter must needs have thrown himself into 
the sea after the fish, instead of casting his hookin. These are 
but specimens of numerous similar absurdities. 

In John xx. 4, 5, One came (ees ro pnpstov) “to the sepulchre, ie 

‘yet went he not in” (08 pcvroe EvoAOev). 
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sion possible 4 Ifit was, who will prove that the Eunuch 
was immersed? Isee no proofof immersion here. The 
only show of proof is by begging the question, and taking 
for granted the very thing to be proved. ts 

On the other hand, there is some probability (aside 
from the fact that baptism was commonly performed by 
sprinkling or pouring), to suppose that the Eunuch was 
baptized by sprinkling. He was reading the passage in 
Isaiah liii. 7, which he did not understand. Philip began 
“at the beginning”—viz., at the beginning of that pro- — 
phecy concerning Christ (for the book was not divided 
into chapters and verses), and that was at Chap. lii 
13,—“ Behold my servant.” Beginning here, Philip ’ 
expounded the Scripture. He must needs have read 
and expounded those remarkable words in ver. 15, “ So 
shall he sPRINKLE many nations.” How sprinkle? By 
purifying :—-an inward purifying by his Spirit; and a 
purifying by his blood ; by the “ sprinkling of the blood 
of Christ ;” and by the Baptism of the Holy Ghost. The 
outward sign of these inward and spiritual things is the 
outward purification by sprinkling. Now the explana- 
tion of this passage would most naturally lead to the con- 
versation about baptism: the outward baptism by water. 
Baptism is the only ritual application of water andettie 
Christian dispensation ; and the only figure chosen to re- 
present the spiritual cleansing by Christ is sprinkling. 
This is the only use of water foretold by the prophets 
even in figure. Is it improbable that the exposition of 
this passage led to the conversation about baptism? And 
when they casually came to water, the Eunuch said, 
“See, here is water: what doth hinder me to be bap- 
tized?” In the absence of all proof to the contrary, this 
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incident goes to render it probable that the Eunuch was 
baptized by sprinkling. The other instances, yet to be 
adduced from the sacred record, in which the baptism 
must apparently have been performed in some other 
mode than that of immersion, concur to strengthen this 
probability. 

Two other expressions are much relied on as proof of 
the mode of baptism: those in Rom. vi. 3, 4, and Col. ii. 
12. In these believers are said to be baptized into the 
“‘ death” of Jesus Christ: and “ buried with him by bap- 
tism into death.” The language is figurative. There is 
just as much reason to argue from them that believers are 
literally put to death in baptism, as that they are literally 
buried under water in baptism: nay, the dying is the thing 
more insisted on, and indeed the principal idea ; the one 
on which the whole force of the passage turns. They 
are buried with him by baptism “‘into death.” They 
are “planted together, in the likeness” (not of his 
grave or burial), but in the likeness of his death. They 
~are “cruéified with him.” They are “ baptized’’—not 
into his grave or burial, but “into his death.” If we are 
to infer the mode of baptism from these figures, the evi- 
dence is strongest for drawing a resemblance for the 
mode of baptism from hanging on the cross: for that was 
the mode of his dying : and the passage says we are “ cru- 
cified with him.” But the reference here is not to the 
mode, though the words furnish a happy sound for our 
Baptist brethren to play upon. The argument is,—We 
are dead with Christ, and we must no more live to sin 
than a dead body must live. We are dead; and more— 
we are buried; as we often say to express strongly the 
fact that a person has ceased from living, “ He is dead 
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and buried.” The burying is the conclusive token of his 
being dead: so the baptism is a token, not of the bury- 


ing, but of the death; we are buried “tnTo DEATH 3” 


we are “ baptized INTO HIs DEATH.” It is not the mode 
of the baptism that is referred to, but the mmpor'r of the 
baptism :-—“ Our old man is crucified with him, that the 
body of sin might be destroyed :” “ that henceforth we 
should not serve sin:” “ that henceforth we should be 
dead to sin.” I confess I see no manner of force in the 
argument drawn from the passage in favor of immersion. 
The argument being from the import of baptism rather 
than from its mode, both the language and the argument 
are equally appropriate, whatever the mode. 

hal Cor. x. 2, the apostle says, “‘ The Israelites were 
all baptized tinto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.” 
Apparently, from the quantity of water in the vicinity, 
this passage, as well as that in 1 Pet. iii. 21, concerning 
the “ eight souls saved by water: the like figure where- 
unto even baptism doth now save us,’’—has been claimed 
as proving immersion. Surely there was water enough 
in the Red Sea to immerse the Israelites ; and water 
enough in the Deluge to immerse the world, and literally 
to “bury it into death.” But it seems to be forgotten 
that the “ eight souls saved by water”? were in the ark, 
and neither drowned nor immersed at all:* and that the 
Israelites who were baptized unto Moses walked on dry 


* To this Mr. Carson replies, p. 413, “ What could be a more 
expressive burial in water than to be in the ark when it was 
floating? As well might it be said that a person is not buried in 
the earth, when lying in his coffin, covered with earth. May not 
persons in a ship be said figuratively to be buried in the sea? 
They who were in the ark were deeply immersed. ‘ Moses,’ Mr. 
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land. They suffered no immersion, unless one may be 
immersed on dry land. If they were wet at all, it was 
by the spray of the ‘sea, and by the rain that dune 
from the clouds: as in Ps, Ixxvii.—¢ Thou leddest thy 
people like a flock by the hand of Moses and Aaron :” 
—“ The waters saw thee, O God: the waters saw thee ; 
they were afraid: the depths also were troubled: the 
clouds poured out water.”” If there is any mode of bap- 
tism here, it is a sprinkling, or such a pouring out of 
water as fails in drops. A baptism there was: an im- 
mersion there was not. Gh 

The instances so far considered are the ones relied on 
to prove that immersion was the mode of baptism, and 
the only one practised by the immediate disciples of 
Christ. I think I have shown that they prove no such 
thing : that they afford scarcely the faintest shadow of it : 
but that, on the contrary, the probability is all in favor 
of a baptism by pouring or sprinkling. _ 

In the remaining instances the advocates of immersion 
are compelled to take the laboring oar, and render that 
certain or probable, which on the face of it seems im- 
possible. 

On the day of pentecost (“‘ the feast of weeks, of the 
Girst fruits of wheat harvest,” Exod. xxxiv. 22), the season 
when the breok Kidron was dry, and when, “save the 
pool of Siloam, no living fountain gladdened -the city,” 
three thousand were baptized in a small part of one day. 


H. tells us, ‘ walked on dry ground.’ Yes, and he got a dry dip. 
And could not a person, literally covered with oil-cloth, get a dry 
immersion in the water ?” 

I confess I have not “ perspicacity” enough to see the force of 
such reasoning. 


4 . 
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Now what do those who make John take Jerusalem and 
Judea out to Enon to immerse them because there is 
much water there? All at once, and very conveniently, 
there are discovered a number of reservoirs and baths. 
But it is forgotten that these can belong only to the rich ; 
and not many rich or mighty were in the habit of be- 
friending the followers of Christ; and the great mass of 
the converts appear to be strangers at Jerusalem. Not 
the least intimation is found that such bathing places 
were resorted to. And a simple mathematical calcula- 
tion will show that the eleven apostles could hardly have 
immersed three thousand persons in so short a time All 
these circumstances show a high degree of probability, 
that there was no immersion here. 

The Jailer (Acts xvi. 19-30) was baptized in the night, 
and it should seem in prison. But it is urged there 
might be a bath there: and long arguments are held to 
show that the prison might have been furnished with a 
bath, in which the Jailer might have been immersed. 
Surely, surely, that is a happy facility of discovery, 
which after making it necessary for all Judea to go out 
to Jordan to find water enough to be baptized, and to 
go toa particular point on Jordan,—to Enon, because 
there is much water there; can presently find water 
enough anywhere and everywhere. If a bath should 
perchance be wanted, there is no difficulty: a stroke of 
the pen places it there; and a certain immersion is per- 
formed without a scrap of evidence in the history to show 
that an immersion was possible ! 

But this ground is now very generally given up, and 
‘a way for immersion is found out even without a bath in 
the prison. It is now maintained that they went FORTH ; 
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because he was brought out of the prison, and then 
brought into the house ; and it is demanded, as an unan- 
swerable argument, why he was taken abroad in the 
night, except for immersion ; or why taken abroad at all, 
if he might be baptized by sqiebubiting within. 

‘Now this is to give up the baptism in a bath within 
the prison ; for I take it as a point not to be debated, that - 
he was not baptized both in the prison and out of it, in 
one and the same baptism. But in letting this strong- 
hold go, as they in justice should, have they found an- 
other where they may rest secure? I think not. The 
Jailer thrust them into the inner prison: then he brought 
them out of that into the more common part of the 
prison;—not out of doors abroad; for we see that he 
was ready to kill himself when he supposed the prison- 
ers had escaped, even by means of an earthquake. In 
this prison proper the baptism was performed: then,the 
Jailer brought them into his house ; i. e., into his dwell- 
ing apartments, doubtless attached to the prison. There 
was no going abroad at all. Paul would not go out upon 
leave, till the magistrates came and fetched him out. 
So, the bath is given up, and the substitute fails: and 
according to the proper rules of argument we should be 
entitled to have it granted, on their own ground, that 
here was noimmersion. Every expedient has failed, and 
we have, in all reason, a simple common baptism by 
sprinkling or pouring. 

Paul’s baptism is recorded in Acts ix. 17,18. He 
was in his chamber, blind, and weak with fasting three 
days. ‘He arose (or stood up) and was baptized; and 
when he had received meat he was strengthened.”” What 
pretence for a bath in this inner chamber? What is 
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there to show that he went abroad in his weak state, be- 
fore he had received meat and was strengthened? Iam 
unable even to conjecture what. It was, I think, beyond 
proper question, a baptism by sprinkling or pouring. 

The baptism of Cornelius is recorded, Acts x. 44. 
Those who heard Peter were first baptized with the 
Holy Ghost. ‘And as I began to speak, the Holy 
Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning. Then 
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he 
said, John indeed baptized with water, but ye shall be 
baptized with the Holy Ghost,” Acts xi. 15. He reason- 
ed at the time thus: These have received the Holy 
Ghost ; can any man forbid water? They have received 
the greater baptism, can any man forbid the /ess : they 
have the reality, can any man forbid the sign? His idea 
seems to be, not that they might be carried and applied © 
to the water ; but that water might be brought and applied 
to them. The Spirit’s mode of baptizing was a falling 
upon, and such, it seems clearly, was the probable appli- 
cation of the water here. 

Here I rest under the second inquiry. Not only is 
there no evidence that the apostles always baptized by 
immersion, but clear evidence to the contrary : and I add, 
no certain evidence that they immersed at all. The 
probability, even so far as concerns this, is on the other 
side. Ido profess myself unable, and my belief that all 
other men are unable, to make out a clear case of baptism 
by immersion in the New Testament.* And yet if 


* Rev. Wm. T. Hamilton, in his work on baptism, says (p. 89), 
“And I hesitate not to assert that no man can prove that either John or 
the Apostles baptized by immersion :’—“ and for any to assume that 
one mode only was employed, and then demand that all should 
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twenty might be made out, it would not. invalidate the 
argument, as I shall show under the third inquiry. 
Previously to entering upon this, however, it seems 
desirable to say a word, in passing, on the argument 
FROM History. It is not indeed essential. I care not 
who gets the argument from history, provided I get the 
argument clear and decisive from the word of God. 
That immersion was early and extensively practised 
is certain. That it was not considered essential is also 
certain.* The practice was never invariable. The sick 
and feeble were baptized by affusion or sprinkling ; and 
baptism in such modes was distinctly recognized as valid 
asin other cases. Novatian was baptized by affusionas he 
lay upon his bed in sickness. ‘The Emperor Constantine 
was baptized by Eusebius, of Nicomedia, lying on his 


comply with that mode, while they can produce ehaees express 
command nor an undeniable example of baptism by immersion in 
the Bible, is rather a bold stand to take ; especially for those who 
insist that, in a positive ordinance, the law of the ordinance must 
be our only guide.” 

* Justin is relied on to prove that immersion only was prac- 
tised inhis day. But he uses such language as renders it CERTAIN 
that he by no means considered immersion essential ; and such as 
renders it doubtful whether he meant immersion at all. Thus, 
when. he is writing to the Emperor he invariably DESCRIBES the 
baptism, and does not use the word baptize at all. He describes 
the baptism by the words dove (louo) “ ro wasn,” and dovrpor, 
wasuine. But these words referred to no particular move of 
applying water, least of all to an indispensable immersion ; and 
if he thought immersion essential he wilfully misled the Emperor, 
who would of necessity understand that they were washed in any 
mode, and not necessarily immersed ; but if in any specific mode, 
—by an application of water to the subject, not of the subject to 


the water.— Chapin, p. 69. 


78 LAW OF BAPTISM. 


bed, clothed in white. Sixty or seventy years after the 
Apostles, a Jew while travelling with Christians fell sick 
and desired baptism. Not having water, they sprinkled 
him thrice with sand. .“‘He recovered. His case was 
reported to the bishop, who decided that the man was 
baptized, if only he had water poured on him again.”™ 
Lavrentivs is mentioned as baptizing two persons, Ro- 
manus and Lucilius, by affusion. “ A little while before 
he suffered, he baptized one of his executioners with a 
pitcher of water.”~ Many such cases are all along inci- 
dentally recorded. Upon the best search that I can 
make, I am compelled to abide by the conclusion of Dr. 
Pond, who says (p. 43), ‘‘I propose it as an indubita- 
ble fact that immersion was never considered essential to 
baptism till the rise of the Anabaptists in Germany, in 
the sixteenth century.” 

History shows that Christians early laid an improper 
stress upon baptism, attributing to it an efficacy which by 
no means belongs to it. To the simple rite of baptism 
by sprinkling or affusion practised by the Apostles, they 
soon added a more thorough washing with a greater 
quantity of water.{ And this is scarce to be wondered 
at when we remember how Peter said, “ Lord, not my 
feet only, but my hands and my head.” And yet our 
Saviour did seem to caution his disciples against this ten- 
dency to overdo and overburden religious rites, when he 
replied, “‘ He that is washed, needeth not, save to wash 
his feet, but is clean every whit.” The tendency was 


* In Pond, p. 45 t Ibid., p. 48. 

t Jerome speaks of a mode of baptism as common in the ancient 
church, which was not to dip the whole body, but a“ thrice dip- 
ping of thehead,” Augustine mentions the same. (Pond, p. 46.) 
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never to throw off any part of the ceremony, but to add 
more. To immersion they soon added a é¢rine immer- 
sion; exorcisms (or expelling the devil from the can- 
didate) ; putting salt on the tongue ; anointing the eyes, 
ears, and mouth, with spittle ; marking with the sign of 
the cross, clothing in a white robe, and anointing with . 
oil. They went further. Not content with being lite- 
rally buried in the waters, they imbibed another notion 
from “putting off the old man,” and also from the na- 
kedness of Christ on the cross (for the same passage 
which speaks of being buried with Christ speaks of the 
old man being erucified with Christ): and they baptized 
all naked : men, women, youths, children, all alike ac- 
tually naked, divested of all clothing! Truly, “ Bap- 
tisteries” were necessary at that period: and he would 
not be wide from the mark who should see here a reason 
for their invention, to remedy the indecencies of the 
scene ; but from the beginning it was not so. For au- 
thority as to this fact I refer to Dr. Wall’s History of 
Infant Baptism, and to Dr. Miller on Baptism, p. 105. , 
Wall says, “ The ancient Christians, when they were 
baptized by immersion, were all baptized naked, whether 
they were men, women, or children.” Dr. Miller adds, 
“© We have the same evidence (to wit, from history) in 
favor of immersing divested of all clothing, that we have 
for immersion at all,” and that “so far as the history of 
the Church subsequent to the Apostolic age informs us, 
these must stand or fall together.” 
The argument from history, therefore, proves nothing 
pertinent to the determining of the question, or it proves 
altogether too much. It cannot weigh against the word 
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of God, and the suitable exposition of the law of baptism 
as instituted by Christ. 

But here justice requires that I go a little further. A 
tract entitled “A Familiar Dialogue between Peter and 
Benjamin on the subject of Communion,” has been exten- 
sively circulated here, and all around in the region, and, 
as appears, extensively through the country. On the 
first page of this tract we have the following sentence : 
“ As late as 1643, in the Assembly of Divines at West- 
minster, sprinkling was substituted for immersion by a 
majority of onE—25 voted for sprinkling, 24 for iramer- 
sion. This small majority was obtained by the earnest 
request of Dr. Lightfoot, who had acquired great influ- 
ence in that Assembly.” 

Now all this is told for truth. It is told most circum- 
stantially :—“ in 1643”— the Assembly of Divines,””— 
“majority of one,”——“24 for immersion,”— 25 for 
sprinkling,”—“ by the earnest request of Dr. Lightfoot.” 

Like other fictions, this fiction is founded on fact, but 
it is not the truth. 

From the journal of Lightfoot it appears, 

1. That the matter in dispute was, “ sprinkling being 
granted, whether dipping suouLD BE TOLERATED WITH 1T.”” 
This was the form, and the teality, of the question whe- 
ther to dip or sprinkle. The proposition, “ It is lawful 
and sufficient to besprinkle the child,” had been canvassed 
and was ready to vote. But Dr. Lightfoot “ spoke 
against it as being very unfit to vote that it is Lawful to 
sprinkle when every one grants it.” Whereupon. it 
was fallen upon, sprinkling being granted, whether dip- 
.ping should be tolerated with it. And here, says 
Lightfoot, “we fell upon a large and long discourse whe- 
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ther dipping was essential, or used in the first institution, 
or in the Jews’ custom.” 

2. It was not true that 24 SHB ne for immersion, as op- 
posed to sprinkling ; but, as Dr. Lightfoot says, “so 
many were unwilling to have dipping ExcLUDED, that the 
votes came to an equality within one.” It was not that 
they wished immersion to be adopted, or even recom- 
mended in the Directory ; but simply that the Directory 
might not prohibit immersion to those who should prefer 
it. When the proposition was put in such a shape as 
not to make dipping unlawful, the Assembly, with great ; 
unanimity, declared in their Directory that for the mode 
of baptizing, it is “not only lawful but aso SUFFICIENT, 
and Most EXPEDIENT, to be by pouring or sprinkling water 
on the face of the sahil without adding any other cere- 
mony.” 

3. Nothing at all was finally determined on that vote 
of 24 to 25. ‘ After that vote,’’ Lightfoot says, ‘‘ when 
we had done all, we concluded nothing about it, but the 
business was recommitted.” 

On the following points, then, the statement of the 
tract in question is not true : 

1. It is not true, that sprinkling was substituted for 
immersion by the Assembly of Divines. 

2. It is not true, that 24 voted for immersion and 25 
for sprinkling, as opposing or preferring sprinkling to im- 
mersion. All they wanted was, not to exclude dipping 
as unlawful; and as soon as this point was yielded them, 
they ‘with great unanimity” concurred in the vote 
declaring sprinkling to be “lawful,” “ sufficient and most 
expedient.” 

4* 
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3. It is not true, that the assembly finally determined 
anything as touching this matter by a majority of one. 

From this is vamped up the statement in the tract ; 
and the statement is made in such a connection. as to 
lead people to understand, that “immersion ” had been 
the common mode, and the Assembly substituted sprink- 
ling for it. There was no such substitution, either in 
fact, or even so much as a substitution of the word 
sprinkling for the word immersion in the Directory. Dr. 
Miller appears to be amply justified when he says,— 
“The common statement of this matter by our Baptist 
brethren is an entire misrepresentation.” 

That those who print and circulate this tract know its 
statements to be false, I cannot affirm. That its state- 
ments are grossly untrue, may be seen by a bare reference 
to dates, whichevery schoolboy ought to know. 

The time when the sprinkling was said to be substi- 
tuted for immersion was the year 1643. Twenty-three 
years before this, our Pilgrim Fathers landed at Ply- 
mouth; and if immersion had been the common practice 
in England they would have brought it with them. But 
the fact was so far from this, that sixteen years after, 
Roger Williams removed from Massachusetts to Provi- 
dence, and continued a Pzdo-baptist for three years 
longer. When at length he turned Baptist, as Mr. Hague, 
the present minister of the original Roger Williams 
Church in Providence, says, in his “ Historical Dis- 
course”—(and as isnarrated in the “ Life of Roger Wil- 
liams’)—“ The difficulty that arose was the want of a 
proper administrator: for at that time, no ordained min- 
ister could be found in America who had been immersed on 


SPRINKLING AND POURING. 83. 


a profession of faith.’* And yet there were many aged 
ministers in America, who had long been ministers in 
Old England before they came across the waters! A 
Mr. Ezekiel Hariman, a layman, first immersed Mr. 
Williams, and then Mr. Williams immersed the rest. 
This was the beginning of the Baptists in America.} 

So again, Richard Blount, in the reign of . King 
Charles II., went from England to the Netherlands to be 
immersed, because he deemed it could not suitably be 
done in England; and when he returned, he immersed 
the Rey. Samuel Blackstock, and these two immersed 
the rest of a number who wished to become a Baptist 
Church, on what they deemed the proper foundation ; 
to wit, an authorized ministry and an authorized bap- 
tism. Could this have happened had sprinkling been 
substituted for immersion only a few years before, and 
that by a majority of only one in an Assembly of the 
leading Divines of England ?{ 


* Hague’s Historical Discourse, 1840, p. 27. 

+ Mr. Williams soon after left the Baptists and turned Seeker, 

t There were at this time some few Baptists in England, but it 
does not appear that any were in the Assembly of Divines. 
_ Dr. Murdock (on Mosheim, vol. iii) says, “ The first regular 
congregation of English Baptists appears to have originated from 
certain English Puritans, who returned from Holland after the 
death of their pastor, Rev. John Smith, who died in 1610,”—* From 
this time onward, churches of General Baptists were formed here 
and there in different parts of England, But, in general, they 
made no great figure, and do not appear to have had much con- 
nection, or to have professed one uniform faith.” “ The Particular 
Baptists (Calvinistic) trace their origin to a congregation of » 
Independents, established in London in 1616. This congregation 
having become very large, and some of them differing from the 
others on the subject of infant baptism, they agreed to divide. 
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From these facts alone any one may see that it cannot 
possibly be true, that immersion had been the common 
mode of baptism in England up to 1643, and that sprink- 
ling was then substituted for it, on the authority of the 
Assembly of Divines.* 

When this tract first fell into my hands, } looked at it 
with astonishment ; and concluded that it was some stray 
print, published by some ignorant and irresponsible man, 
a work which nobody would be willing to acknowledge. 
But on turning to the title page, I see it printed at the 
bottom in staring capitals ;—“ Philadelphia: Baptist 
General Tract Society. No. 21 South 4th Street.” 

I need not pursue this matter further: nor indeed was 
it essential to advert to it at all. If we should grant 
everything from ecclesiastical history which any desire 
to assume, it would bear nothing on the question. Chris- 
tianity in the hands of men may become corrupt :—it did 
early become corrupt. The word of God is the pure 
fountain. What instructions may be gathered there? 
To the Jaw, to the testimony. History shows that im- 
mersion was not at any time considered by the ancient 


Those who disbelieved in infant baptism were regularly dis- 
missed in 1633, and formed into a new church under Rev. John 
Spilsbury. And in 1639 a new Baptist church was formed. 
Churches of Particular Baptists now multiplied rapidly.” They 
published a confession of their faith in 1643 (published by the 
SEVEN churches of London), “ which was reprinted in 1644 and 
1646, and which was revised in 1689, by a convention of elders 
and delegates from more thun one hundred churches of England 
and Wales.”—Murdock’s Mosheim, Vol. iii., pp. 540, 541. 

* With about as much reason it is elsewhere asserted that 
sprinkling was substituted for immersion by the authority of the 
Pope, in 1311. 
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church as essential to baptism : and if the ancient church 
HAD thought it essential, still we have no authority for 
making that essential which was not deemed so by the 
apostles and the word of God. I returh to the argument. 

3. On the supposition that the early “ disciples always 
baptized by immersion, is there evidence that they consi- 
dered that mode essential 2?” 

Suppose the command had been, “‘ Let every believer 
go down from Jerusalem to Jericko.”? Suppose that the 
Saviour and his early disciples all went by one particular 
way, and always rode on ass colts. Must we always go 
in that road? Must we always ride on ass colts 1—oris 
it essential whether weride at all? Certainly not. We 
are commanded to go down from Jerusalem to Jericho, 
and this we must do. But to go in any particular road ; 
or to ride; or to walk ; is no part of the command. The 
thing is required, the mode is not a matter of command. * 
He usurps the prerogative of Christ who makes any 
particular 7oad, or any particular mode of going, essen- 
tial. : 

So here ; we are to be baptized, and simply baptized. 
But I have shown that the words “ baptize’’ and “ bap- 
tism”’? were in common use among the Jews at that time 
to denote a ritual purification by sprinkling or pouring ; 


* Thus, we celebrate the Lord’s Supper with bread and wine. 
But Christ and the apostles first celebrated it under the following 
circumstances, in which nobody deems it essential to follow them. 
1. It was at night. 2. In an upper room. 3. They used unleavened 
bread. 4. They partook in a reclining posture. 5. After eating a 
meal. 6. With no female disciples present. To my mind there ap. 
pears just as much reason for insisting on the mode of baptism, as 
for insisting on the observance of these six particulars in the 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper, and no more. 
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possibly also they were in use to denote a ritual purifica- 
tion by immersion, though this lacks proof; and were it 
indubitably proved, still the only effect would be to show 
that there are three authorized modes of baptizing instead 
of two; and the argument would be the stronger that the 
mode is not essential. In this state of the case, suppose 
Christ and his disciples had all been baptized by sprink- 
ling. This does not bind us to be baptized in that mode. 
Had they all been baptized by immersion, it would not 
bind us to an immersion. Here are several modes of ap- 
plying water, all called equally baptism. Our Lord 
commands us to be baptized : the particular mode he does 
not designate. How can we tell that he did not, for the 
most consequential reasons, leave it indeterminate? If 
we add the mode to the command, we add to the law of 
Christ. 

But here it may be replied, “is there not onE faith, 
onE Lord, one Baptism?’ Indeed, it is much insisted 
by our Baptist brethren that the unity of baptism consists 
in unity of mode ; and that three modes, sprinkling, — 
ing, immersing, make three baptisms. 

I might here be entitled to insist, that if the init of 
baptism consists in unity of mode, then the mode of im- 
mersion is most certainly excluded ; for sprinkling has 
been proved a lawful mode ; and pouring, by its superior 
proof, comes in with a better title than immersion, even if 
sprinkling were given up. 

“But the unity of baptism does not consist in the unity 
of mode, but in the unity of design, the unity of significa- 
tion, unity with regard to the great truths to which it 
refers ; unity into the “ one body into which we are all 
baptized by the same Spirit."* The Bible unequivocally 
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teaches us that the one baptism does not consist in the 
one mode. Turn to Acts xix. Certain disciples had 
been ignorantly baptized with John’s baptism, instead of 
the baptism which Christ enjoined, and were baptized 
over again. Iam aware that many of our Baptist breth- 
ren think it necessary to insist that there was no re- 
baptism-: and it is scarce a wonder; because if there was 
here a re-baptism it effectually shows that John’s baptism 
and Christian baptism are entirely distinct ; and spoils 
many arguments founded on the notion that the baptisms 
are the same: Thus, in the Tract which has already 
been quoted,—the “Familiar Dialogue between Peter 
and Benjamin,” published by the “‘ Baptist General Tract 
Society” (p. 5), Peter is made to say in the dialogue, 
—<‘] have been a little puzzled with the account given 
in Acts xix. 1-6, respecting the disciples whom Paul 
found at Ephesus. Do you think they were re-baptized gn? 
Benjamin is made to answer :-— By no means, and I 
think I can relieve your mind in few words :” and then 
goes on to argue that there was no re-baptism. I only 
wonder that a cause, which requires so plaina statement 
of Scripture to be denied, should be thought worth de- 
fending. The words of the Scripture are these: “¢ And 
he said unto them, unto what were ye then baptized? 
And they said, unto John’s baptism. Then said Paul, 
John verily baptized with the baptism of repentance, 
saying unto the people that they should believe on him 
which should come after him ; that is, on Christ Jesus. 
When they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the 
Lord Jesus. And when Paul had laid his hands upon 
them, the Holy Ghost came on them.’”* 


* Mr. Carson, p. 372, admits that, in Acts xix. 1, 6, some who 
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Hard lot indeed, to be driven to deny that here was a 
re-baptism, and yet to hold on to the scheme that requires 
such a denial! 

But mark: here were fwo baptisms, while there need 
not have been more than one mode. Unity of mode 
therefore, does not make unity of baptism; AND UNITY OF 
BAPTISM DOES NOT CONSIST IN THE MODE; it lies in some- 
thing else. Here the mode was good enough; but the 
design, the intent, the truths on the faith of which the bap- 
tism was based, were different. These made the two 
transactions in one mode, two baptisms. The “ one bap- 
tism,’* therefore, consists in the one design, the one sig- 
nification, the unity of faith in the same truths, which are 
represented by baptism; and onENEss in these things. 
would make one Baptism, though the mere outward 
modes should vary ever so much; and the mode is not 
essential. To make the unity of baptism consist in the 
mode is, as if we were to make a man’s identity consist 
. in his dress: he is one man in a coat with broad skirts ; 
he is quite another man, and has lost all his legal and 
social and personal identity, ina coat with narrow skirts. 
And mark stili further here :—in the main particulars, 
the essentials, of the baptism with which Christ was 
baptized, we are not to follow him; and so another 
set of arguments and of strong appeals falls to the 
ground. 

He was not baptized till thirty years old, and that for a 
special reason. We are not to follow him here. 


had been baptized with John’s baptism were baptized over again. 
“I know this is disputed,” he says; “but for my part I never 
doubted it. I cannot see how this can be denied, without tor- 
turing the word of God.” 
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He was not baptized “ unto repentance.” John’s disci- 
ples could not follow him here. 

He was not baptized to “wash away sins.” No man 
can follow him here. 

He was not baptized in the “ name of the Son and of 
the Holy Ghost.”” No man is to follow him here. 

In fine : according to the word of God, if we had been 
baptized with John’s baptism ever so ceremoniously, in 
order to Christian baptism we must needs be baptized 
over again. 

I go on withthe argument. -Now our Lord command- 
ed us simply to be baptized: and there being in common 
use two (or if we grant our Baptist Brethren, what we 
do not desire to deny, but what they cannot prove,— 
three) modes of ritual purifying called baptism ; our Lord 
left the mode indeterminate. How can we tell that he 
did not with deliberation and for the most consequential 
reasons, leave it indeterminate ? 

Suppose you make the mode essential, and insist that 
all shall be immersed, or barred out of the Church. 
How can you tell that you are not presuming to require 
what the Lord purposely left optional for the most cogent 
and essential reasons? And if so, how will you answer 
it to God for attempting thus to judge ‘another man’s ser- 
vant,” and to “lord it over God’s heritage ?? Suppose 
that Christ forbore to enjoin the particular mode of im- 
mersion for this reason: to wit—that his Gospel is de- 
signed to fill the whole earth, and to be applicable with 
all its ordinances to all men everywhere in all conditions. 
But there are deserts, where men may travel for days and 
not find water enough for immersion. There are frozen 
regions, where immersion is a large part of the year nearly 
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or quite in.gracticable. Many are sick; many are insuch 
a state of health that they cannot go abroad, much less 
go and be immersed, especially in winter, without en- 
dangering their lives. Must all these be kept from 
Christ’s ordinances, because some think that what Christ 
saw fit (perhaps for these very reasons among others) 
not to prescribe, should be made essential? Because 
these cannot be immersed, are they therefore to linger and 
die without ever partaking of the Lord’s Supper, what- 
ever their desire for that and for baptism too? It has 
been well said, that “‘ baptism was made for man, not man 
for baptism ;”’ and may not Christ have designedly left the 
mode undetermined for such reasons as these? Is there 
no presumption in adding the mode to his command 2% 
Or, waiving these considerations, and supposing that, in 
Judea, immersion might always have been readily prac- 
tised on account of the comparative mildness of the cli- 
mate ; and granting, moreover, that nobody was ever 
sick there ; can we be sure that it is entirely in keeping 
with the simplicity of Christ, and with the lightness and 
simplicity of his ordinances, to—cut a hole in the ice and 
immerse sixty men and women, while the weather is so 
cold as to keep a number of men employed in stirring 
the water with poles to keep it from freezing over while 
the immersion is going on?—as the papers haye 
informed us was done in the Delaware river the last win- 
ter. Since Christ has not commanded this, nor required 
baptism to be done in the mode of immersion at all, how 
can we dare to add such doings as these to his gentle and 
easy commands ? 

We cannot. We dare not. And yet for this we 
_tnust be cut off from communion with those whom we 
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love as brethren. We see no scriptural evidence for the 
peculiar mode of immerston: but we leave our brethren 
to decide for themselves according to their conscience. 
We have conscientiously intended to obey the command 
to be baptized. We think we have obeyed it. But our 
brethren judge over our consciences, and would thrust 
us from the church, unless we will submit our judgment 
and our conscience to theirs. They often say to us, 
“since you regard immersion as valid baptism, you ought 
to come to us, since we cannot in conscience come to 
you.” We reply, Brethren, can you not allow us liberty 
of conscience too? Can you not receive us without 
stripping us of our dearest rights? We are ready to 
allow and give immersion to them; but we demand 
liberty of conscience too. We are required to come 
under a yoke which we are confident Christ never im- 
nosed. We are required to do that which we consider 
as adding to Christ’s commands ; thrusting out many from 
his ordinances; and compelling many more to enjoy 
them at the risk of their lives. Nay, if we would yield 
our own consciences and surrender our own liberty, they 
would then compel us, in the same manner, to lord it 
over the consciences of others ; or, in default, cast us out 
of the church : and so if the Baptist were the only church, 
—all those whose earnest research and whose honest 
conscience should not lead them to see immersion, and 
only immersion, in all the baptisms of the New Testa- 
ment, must be debarred from Christ’s house on earth, 
and excommuni¢ ted from his table! And every one 
who will consent to join them is, perforce, compelled to 
join in this unhallowed proscription of the children of God 
and heirs of salvation; and that under penalty of disci- 
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pline and censure even to excommunication! A man 
may not commune at Christ’s table, even with his own 
father, or with the wife of his bosom, be they ever so 
faithful to Christ, if they are so unfortunate as. not 
to see immersion in baptism, and have been baptized in 
any other mode! WN o—everything must be squared to 
their understanding, and cut according to their opinion. 
The wife shall be debarred from partaking of the emblems 
of the body and blood of the Saviour in connection with 
her dying husband, who desires once more, before he de- 
parts, to commemorate a Sayviour’s love! We feel not at 
liberty to countenance such a ruthless despotism as this. 
Could we surrender our own liberty, we have yet some 
conscience left, which forbids us to lend our aid in tyran- 
nizing over the consciences of others. Had we person- 
ally no objection to immersion, we should feel bound, for 
freedom’s sake, for the truth’s sake, and for Christ’s sake, 
to “stand fast in that liberty wherewith Christ hath 
made us free.” We are not willing to be made the in- 
struments of destroying the liberty of others. As we love 
Christ we dare not be brought under such a “voke of 
bondage to any man.” As we love God or regard the 
rights of men, we dare not join in this unhallowed lord- 
ing it over the consciences of others. We remember 
that it is written, “ Who art thou, that Judgest another 
‘man’s servant? To his own master he standeth or fall- 
eth.” We leave it to every man’s conscience to decide 
whether he has been baptized, and when satisfied that 
according to his own understandi 
science he has obeyed the comman baptized, we 
dare not judge over him. On the c omary tokens of 
piety, and on the customary profession, as that custom 








his own con- 
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exists in churches of any other evangelical denomina- 
tion, we receive him, and with open arms, to our com- 
munion, and to that table which is not ours but the 
Lord’s.* 

But when we have seen on what ground exclusive im- 
mersion is required; when—as we are required to 
prove all things—we prove it by the word of God, and 
in our sober judgment, its very foundations flit away 
“like the baseless fabric of a vision ;” how can we on 
such grounds join in unchurching and cutting off from 
the communion of the saints so many others, who, we 
cannot doubt, are received of God? No, we have not 


“* “There were at that time (1689), several churches of Cal- 
vinistic Baptists, who held to open communion especially in 
Bedfordshire, where John Bunyan preached.” (Murdock’s Mos- 
heim, Vol. iii., p. 540.) 

“ Before the erection of regular Baptist congregations, and in- 
deed for some time after, it was very common for Baptists and 
others to belong to the same church, and to worship and com- 
mune together.” (Ibid., p. 541.) 

The celebrated Robert Hall was most strenuously opposed to 
close communion. 

Our Baptist brethren are fond of saying that they hold to no 
more close communion than wedo. Will they put it to the test ? 
Will they receive to their communion every person who has, on 
acredible profession of piety, been received to some evangelical 
church of another denomination, and who, “ according to his own 
understanding and his own conscience, has obeyed the command 
to be baptized 2” ; 

We give the following invitation before the communion: 
“ Members of other churches present, of all evangelical denomina- 
tions, in regular standing in their own churches, are invited to 
partake with us.” Ifour Baptist brethren hold to no more close 
communion than we, will they adopt this form? If not, will 
they give up their assertion as fallacious and untrue ? 
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so learned Christ. We have gone to His word for our 
views of truth and order. On that we rest; leaving it 
to others to answer their own conscience, and to enjoy 
their belief without let or molestation from us, on the 
ground which we have examined and proved we stand 
fast. If our views of faith and order should be assailed, 
we shall nevertheless remember, that we have examined 
‘and proved them ;—and, with much prayer and with 
solemn and full conviction, have found that they rest 
broadly and solidly upon the eternal word of God. 


HIT. 


ADDITIONAL DISSERTATIONS UPON PARTICULAK 
POINTS TOUCHING THE INTERPRETATION | O} 
THE WORD BAPTIZE. 


‘I, CLASSIC GREEK, AND THE GREEK OF THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT. 


Says Professor Robinson, in his preface to his Lexicon 
of the New Testament : 

“A Lexicon of the New Testament, at the present day, 
presupposes the fact, that the language of the New Testa- 
ment exhibits in many points a departure from the idiom 
of the Attic Greek. This great question, which so long 
agitated the learned philologists of Europe, would seem at 
present to be put entirely at rest.”” The plan of his lexi- 
con, he says, is, ‘‘ In defining words, those significations 
are placed first which accord with Greek usage ;” “ Then 
follow those significations which depart from G'reek usage, 
and which are either to be illustrated from the Greek of 
the Septuagint, as compared with the Hebrew, og DEPEND 
SOLELY ON THE USUS LOQUEND!”? (customary use of words), 
“(or THE NEW TESTAMENT writers.” . 

Dr. George Campbell, whom our Baptist brethren are 
fond of complimenting as one of the most finished Greek 
scholars of modern times, maintains that many of the 
idioms of the New Testament Greek would not have been 
more intelligible to a classic Greek author than Arabic 
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or Persian. ‘‘'Take,” says he, “ the two following for 
examples. Ovx aduvartyves mage 19 O&@ may enmo, 
Luke i. 37 ; and ov ay eow6y mac oagé, Matt. xxiv. 22.” 
(In English, ‘“‘ With God nothing shall be impossible,” 
and “¢ There should no flesh be saved.”) ‘‘' These pas- 
sages in the New Testament Greek are,”’ says Campbell, 
‘phrases which, in my apprehension, would not have 
been more intelligible to a Greek author than Arabic or 
Persian would have been. Puc for thing,and mace ovx 
for no one, or none, cag’ for person, &c., would to him, 
I suspect, have proved insurmountable obstacles.”? * * 
“This,” says he, “is but a small specimen—not the 
hundredth part of what might be produced on this sub- 
ject.” (Prelim. Dis. I., vol..i., p. 30.) 

“Tt is true,” says Campbell (Prelim. Dis. I., Part 2), 
“that as the New Testament is written in Greek, it must 
be of consequence that we be able to enter critically into 
the ordinary import of the words of that tongue.” “ But 
from what has been observed, it is evident, that though 
in several cases this knowledge may be eminently useful, 
it will not suffice ; nay, in many cases, it will be of little 
OI no significancy.”” ‘ Classical use, both in Greek and 
in Latin, is not only, in this study, sometimes unavailable, 
but MAY EVEN MIsLEAD. The sacred use and the classical 
are OFTEN VERY DIFFERENT.” 

The Biblical Repository, for April, 1841, hasan article 
on “ The Bible and its Literature,” by Professor Edward 
Robinson. In this article Professor Robinson. says, 
“The language of the New Testament is the latter Greek, 
as spoken by foreigners of the Hebrew stock, and applied by 
them to subjects on which it had never been employed by 

native Greeks. After the disuse of the ancient Hebrew 
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in Palestine, and the irruption of Western conquerors, 
the Jews adopted the Greek language from necessity ;— 
partly as a conquered people, and partly from intercourse 
of life and commerce, in colonies, in cities, founded like 
Alexandria, and others, which were peopled with throngs 
of Jews. It was, therefore, the spoken language of or- 
dinary life which they learned, not the classic style of 
books which have elsewhere come down to us. But 
they spoke it as foreigners, whose native tongue was the 
later Aramean; and it therefore could not fail to acquire 
from their lips a strong Semitic character and coloring. 
When to this we add, that they spoke in Greek on the 
things of the true G'od, and the relations of mankind to Je- 
hovah and toa Saviour—subjects to which no native Greek 
had ever applied his beautiful language, it will be obvious 
that an APPEAL MERELY TO CLAssic GREEK AND ITS 
PHILOLOGY WILL NOT SUFFICE FOR THE INTERPRETER OF 
tHE New Testament. The Jewish-Greek must be stu- 
died almost as an independent dialect, &c.” 

The change of meaning in many words of the Greek 
language, upon adapting it to the ideas and observances 
af a revealed religion, was a matter of necessity: and 
that aside from the natural influence of the Hebraic idiom. 
Carry the Gospel to China, or Hindostan, or among the 
tribes of our American Indians; it brings them a multi- 
ude of ideas which are peculiar to revealed religion. 
To express these ideas, the old words of their language 
must receive a new meaning; or they must coin new 
words ; or they must adopt words from the language of 
those who brought them the new religion, or from some 
other quarter.* 


& Said Davip Bsainerp, “ There are no words in the Indian 
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If, intend of anew religion, a new language is car- 
ried among a people professing the true religion, the 
words of that new language receive a new meaning the 
moment they are applied to the religious ideas and obser- 
vances to which the language was before a stranger. 
Carry any heathen language into a Gospel land, or intoa 
land of Hebrew rites, and of Hebrew ideas concerning the 
true God and revealed religion, and it is impossible that 
the meaning of such words as are appliedto these new 
ideas should not be even more changed than is the idiom 
of the language in the construction of phrases. Such is 
the fact with regard to the New Testament Greek as 
compared with the classic, or even with the common 
dialect which prevailed after the conquests of Alexan- 
der. 

A Baptist writer has attempted to explain this matter 
by referring to the “ Irish-English” of an “ Irishman, 
after having become acquainted with our language and 
able to speak it with fluency, yet you can detect them 
using phrases and words peculiar to their own vernacular 
tongue, and dissimilar to ours.”? This by no means meets 
the case, but is calculated entirely to mislead. The Irish- 
man has religious ideas, to a great extent, common with 
us. An African or an Indian might learn our language, and- 
yet speak it in a manner peculiar to himself. But 
what would be the effect upon their own language, when 

‘the Christian religion was once completely estab- 
lished among them? New ideas fill the mind of the 
benighted pagan, and lift up his thoughts to angels—to 


language to answer to our English words, Lord, Saviour, salvation, 


sinner, justice, condemnation, faith, adoption, glory, with scores 
of like importance.” 
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Heaven—to God. He thinks of redemption, of faith, of 
holiness. His thoughts, his hopes, his intellect, his 
heart,—all are wonderfully transformed. ‘Old things 
pass away: all things become new.” Are his lips seal- 
ed? Ishe dumb? Are African converts never to speak 
to each other of the kingdom of God? The words of 
their language remaining the same, and applied to these 
new and wonderful ideas, is their meaning the same ? 
Is the whole change expressed by referring to the brogue 
of an Irishman whose mother tongue was Irish-English, 
and whose ideas have never changed from pagan to 
Christian 2 

That such was the effect of adapting the pagan Greek 
language to the Christian religion, any one may see, who 
will sit down patiently and turn over the leaves of a Lexi- 
con of the New Testament, which adequately discrimi- 
nates and marks the transition. 

The sole intent of all this discussion about the classic 
use and the New Testament use, is to show that the 
word baptize in the New Testament may have left its 
primary classic signification, and have received a GENERIC, 
SACRED use, equivalent io WASHING or PURIFYING, without 
the leust reference to the mode in which that “ washing of 
water” is performed. Whether this be the fact or not, 
is to be learned not from the Greek classics, but from 
the New Testament itself. As to this matter of fact, | 
Mark and Luke and Paul are better witnesses concerning 
what they themselves understood by the word baptize, 

han Xenophon, Aristotle, or than even that Hebrew of 
Hebrews, the Jewish Josephus, when he is using the 
word in the sense of the Greek classics, with no refer- 
-mee to its use as applied to a religious ordinance. 
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Will any Baptist make an issue on this point, and 
maintain that Apostles and Evangelists are not to be heard 
in evidence? Will any Baptist maintain that Evange- 
lists and Apostles may not explain their own meaning in 
just the same way that heathen Greeks may explain 
theirs? Will any Baptist maintain, that where the 
testimony of the New Testament writers differs from 
that of the heathen Greeks, the New Testament witness 
is not to be heard before any heathen, and before all the 
heathen classics together? In fine, the question here 

_is, Is the Holy Ghost a competent and credible witness 
as to the sense in which the Holy Ghost uses the word 
baptize? 


JUDD ON MARK VII. 4. 


Mr. Judd, in his reply to Stuart, p. 25, translates the 
passage, ‘¢ And when they come from the market, except 
they Pantvowytat, BAPTIZE THEMSELVES.” In the same 
manner he makes the Pharisee, in Luke xi. 38, wonder 
that Jesus had not been baptized before dinner. As Mr. 
Judd maintains that baptize must and shall mean im- 
merse, he maintains that baptize not only may have its 
usual meaning here, but that “ that meaning is absolutely 
required by the scope and harmony of the passage :” i. 
e., he will make the Scripture here testify that the Phari- 
sees and all the Jews immersed their whole bodies be- 
fore eating, as often as they came from the market. 
“Surely,” says he, p. 37, “the Jews could have im- 
mersed themselves after coming from the market.” 
Surely they could, if they never went from the market, 
and took their meals where they could not. But Mr. 
_ Judd mistakes the question. The inquiry should be, not 


DR. CAMPBELL. — 10% 


whether they surely could immerse themselves, but 
whether they surely did. It is not necessary to show 
that the act of immersion was physically impossible: the 
proper inquiry is, not wl vhether | it was impossible to be 
done, but whether it can possibly be true that it was ac- 
tually done. Surely the Jews could have eaten Stephen 
like cannibals after they had stoned him; for the thing 
was not impossible to be done: but it is impossible that 
it should be true that it was done. Of such a custom of 
immersing the whole body as often as they came from 
the market, there is not a scrap of evidence in the wide 
world, except in this assumed meaning of the word bap- 
tize. The manners and customs of the Jews have been 
well known; and no such custom was ever known or 
heard of, till invented as a historical fact necessary to help 
the Baptists out of this difficulty. ; 


Dr. GEORGE CAMPBELL ON MARK Vi. 4, AND LUKE XI. 38, 


The learned George. Campbell, whom our Baptist 
brethren are so fond of quoting on these passages, in Mark 
vii. 4, and Luke xi. 38, finds it impossible to carry out 
his theory. He is about the work of translating the New 
Testament ; and he is determined beforehand that baptize 
must mean exclusively immerse. 

Mark says, that the “ Pharisees and all the Jews, 
when they come from the market, except they baptize 
themselves, eat not.”? Mr. Campbell does not believe 
that they immersed themselves as often as they came from 
the market. What does he do? Does he give a gram- 
matical and faithful ¢vanslation of the word baptize? He 
dares not. He gives no translation: he makes a gloss : 
he gives a commentary, and “ corrects and alters the 


je 
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diction” of the Scriptures by substituting his comment in 
the place of the words which the Holy Ghost teacheth. 

And this is his comment—for no scholar, I trust, will 
ever venture to call it translation. “ Yor the Pharisees, 
and indeed all the Jews who observe the tradition of the 
elders, eat not except they have washed their hands sy 
POURING A LITTLE WATER UPON THEM!”’ The words, “ by 
pouring a litle water upon them,” are not in the original ; 
they are inserted by Mr. Campbell. And, in the name 
of wonder, I would demand, does the word Wimtw (Nipio) 
necessarily limit the mode of washing to “ pouring a 
little water on the hands?” Does it not mean to wash ; 
. and simply “ wash ;” without referring in the least to the 
mode ; whether by pouring the water on the hands, or 
by dipping them? But let us go on with Mr. Camp- 
bell’s translation : ‘‘ For the Pharisees, and indeed all the 
Jews who observe the tradition of the elders, eat not ex- 
cept they have washed their hands by pouring a litile 
water upon them: and when they come from the market, 
BY DIPPING THEM.” Does he call this a translation of the 
words «y Bantiowrtar? Does the verb bapiizo then 
mean, TO DIP THE HANDS? J repeat it; a comment this 
may be ; but it is no simple nor faithful translation of the 
wordofGod. Nor cana faithful translation of the passage 
be made, giving to “ baptize” the meaning of “ immerse,” 
without making the passage speak that which Mr. 
Campbell held as not true. Carson is right, and must 
have the judgment of every unbiassed scholar in his 
favor, that Campbell’s notion of making this baptism 
refer to the hands by dipping them, is “an ingenious de- 


vice, without any authority from the genius and practice 
of the language.” 


oe 
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Campbell’s translation of Luke xi. 38 is still more re- 
markable. Luke, inspired by the Holy Ghost, says, 
“‘ The Pharisees marvelled that Jesus had not first been 
baptized before dinner” (efanrio6y). Which Campbell 
thus translates: “‘ But the Pharisee was surprised to ob- 
serve that he usgD No wAsHING before dinner.”? Here 
the distinction between washing and dipping cannot be 
pretended: and what becomes of Campbell’s argument 
about “immerse” as being the only proper meaning of 
the word “baptize?” Here the scripture says, The 
Pharisee marvelled that Jesus had not been baptized be- 
foredinner. Campbell dares not translate the word “ bap= 
tize”” here by the word “immerse :” nor does he find it 
possible to introduce the word “‘ hands?” The first would 
make the Bible speak falsehood, and the latter would be 
too gross an “alteration of the diction of the. Holy 
Ghost.” He therefore gives up all talk about immersing 
or dipping—and says, ‘“‘ He used No WASHING before din- 
ner ;”’ and so is, after all, driven on to the very ground 
adopted in our common English translation. 


a8. 
PROFESSOR RIPLEY ON MARK VII. 4, AND LUKE XI. 38, 
>. 
ait 


The remarks of Professor Ripley on these two pa 
sages, in his examination of Professor Stuart, are, it 
seems to me, as curious a piece of non-committal, and of 
tripping lightly over ground on which one dares not tread 
firmly, as can be found in the whole compass of Biblical 
criticism. 

He thinks the passage in Mark may be rendered, 
“without the least violence to its language,” so as to 
make it read that the Pharisees and all the Jews im- 
merse their whole bodies as often as they come from the 
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market. May be rendered! without violence to the 
language! Js that the proper reading? Is that the truth, 
concerning what was customarily done by the Jews upon 
coming from the market? Does Professor Ripley be- 
leve that such a custom was so universal and so invaria- 
ble among the Jews, as to make it a matter of wonder, 
that Jesus should sit down to dinner without having first 
immersed his whole body? Hear him. “That some 
of the stricter sort, that many, enough to justify the 
Evangelist’s general expression, did practise total ablu- 
tion on the occasion mentioned, is altogether credible.” 
Some—of the stricter sort ! many ! enough to justify 
the Evangelist! is altogether credible! Then Pro- 
fessor Ripley dares not join, without misgiving, in affirm- 
ing that “all the Jews” had the custom of immersing 
themselves when they came from the market >? No. He 
says, “In the absence of clear satisfying proof, it is not 
becoming to make positive assertions.” How is this 2 
The word “ baptize” mean exclusively “ immerse ;”,—the 
Holy Ghost affirm that they baptize themselves ;—and yet 
no “ clear satisfying proof” that they immerse themselves ! 
Is th witness not a credible one, or is there some doubt 
whether the word means“ immerse 2” But Professor Rip- 
ley says he is by no means satisfied that this is a “ neces- 
sary view of the passage,” viz. that they immerse them- 
selves. “ Necessary!” Will he hold to it at all 1 We 
shall see. But says he again, “ However striking the 
language of Mark may, by some, be considered, as re- 
cognizing such a practice (and the language is certainly 
coincident with such a practice, especially when we look 
at it by the investigations respecting “ baptize”? on the pre- 
ceding pages), yes I am not disposed to urge it.’ Not - 
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disposed to urge it? Does he believe it? Will he ven- 
ture to stand upon that ground? Will he venture 
either to affirm it or deny it? No—He dares not rest 
upon either ground, and make the Bible read either, 
‘except they immerse themselves ; or, ‘‘ except they im- 
merse their hands.”” He gently feels the ground of the 
first with his foot, but dares not venture upon it. He 
then poises himself, and presses with the other foot upon 
other ground; but he dares not rest upon this and aban- 
don the first. With regard to the first he says, “ In the 
absence of clear, satisfying proof, it is not becoming to 
make any positive assertions:” “ the language is coinci- 
dent with such a practice :” “it may be so rendered 
without the least violence :” “yet Iam not disposed to 
urge it.” With regard to the second he says, ‘‘ But as- 
suming the ground, that the evangelist did not intend to 
distinguish a total bathing from a partial washing, I again 
inquire did he distinguish one sort of partial washing from 
another sort of partial washing, one of which sorts was 
performed by dipping the hands into water?” And yet, 
assuming this ground, he assumes it only to argue: he 
reaches back to the other, and reminds us again that he 
has already said that the word Partiowytas in this pas- 
sage, “MAY WITHOUT ANY VIOLENCE” be considered as 
distinguishing a total immersion from a washing of the 


-hands. Thus he will venture forward to argue upon one 


ground, provided he may keep open a safe retreat to the 
other. How firmly he may feel the ground under him 
may be inferred by his evident concern to keep open a 
retreat to the ground on which, alas, he is afraid to 
stand; and concerning which he admits that there is an 


‘‘ absence of clear, satisfying proof.” 
Be 


e 
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Standing thus with light and uncertain tread upon both 
grounds, he is compelled to make the Bible give an un- 
certain sound: and while professing to fix the sense with 
critical accuracy, he actually proposes to make it read, 
in both passages, withanatias. After the word “ baptize” 
(wash) in Mark vii. 4 (which he would read “immerse, 
or bathe’’), he says, ‘‘ The word hands may be consider- 
ed as understood, or the word themselves may be under- 
stood.” There is an “ absence of clear satisfying proof”’ 
that they immersed themselves; and he is not certain that 
they simply immersed their hands. So he would split 
the difference by making the Bible read both ways, put 
ting in an auras. In the same manner, in Luke xi. 38, 
he proposes the introduction of the same double reading 
for one single word. ‘‘ And when the Pharisee saw it, he 
marvelled that he had not first washed before dinner: that 
he had not first immeRsED ; that is, himself, or his hands.” 

Ihave some fault to find with Professor Ripley’s criti- 
cism, on the score of grammatical accuracy ; for this, 
too, it appears to me, he has sacrificed on the altar of ex- 
clusive immersion, 

Says Professor Ripley, “The verb (Sertvowytat) is in 
the middle voice ; and as there is no object expressed 
after it, it would be lawful, in order to express the 
Greek, to employ, as Professor Stuart has, the word 
themselves as being contained in the verb itself.” This 
is correct, save that instead of simply being lawful to 
do as Professor Stuart has done, it is indispensable to do 
so, unless you can translate it by an English word, 
which, like the Greek Middle voice of a transitive verb, 
has a reflexive sense, implying that the agent is himself 
both the subject and the object of the verb. Thus, if we 
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say, “‘ Except they wash”—the meaning is except they 
wash themselves : or if we say, ‘Except they bathe’”—the 
object of the bathing is still themselves. But in what fol- 
lows, it appears to me that Professor Ripley is most pal- 
pably and indefensibly in the wrong. He says, “‘ As the 
verb yuyevtes (wash), in the former part of the passage, 
has, inthe middle voice, an object (yevgas—hands) after 
it, it is certainly justifiable to maintain, that the verb in 
the latter part of the passage (Gantvow»tav) has the same 
word understood after it for its objeet.” - 

Now the middle veice does indeed admit an object 
after it, as in the case of vapwvrar. It would therefore 
have been justifiable for the writer to have placed an 
object after Bantvowyter,—had his meaning allowed it. 
But when the writer omits the object in such a case, and 
the meaning of the word is still reflexive, the subject of 
the verb is its implied object. When the writer in such 
a case omits to express another object, we pervert his 
meaning, if we understand or supply an object other than 
the one implied in the very form of the verb,—which 
makes its object identical with its agent. Thus Professor 
Stuart has most grammatically read the word Pamtvowytos 
(Baptisontai) “ they wash ¢hemsedves.” And it certainly 
is not “justifiable ;”—it is a flagrant violation of the 
rules of grammar, to supply, as Professor Ripley has 
done, the word hands instead of themselves. 

In Luke xi. 38, the word is in the passive voice. It 
not only has not the word “hands” after it, but does 
not admit the word to be supplied as its object.* The 


* Transmontanus says on this, “ Mr. Hall makes a display of his 
usual grammatical skill and accuracy. Had he consulted. some 
grammar, he would have learned that there is a well-known Greek 
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grammatical rendering is, “ that he had not been baptized.” 
The passage in Mark vii. 4 shows that, under such cir- 
cumstances, people baptized themselves (they did it for 
themselves ; they were not baptized by others). Hence, 
it is doing justice to the meaning, to say, without being 
tied down to grammatical nicety,—“ that he had not first 
washed,” or ‘“‘that he had not first washed himseif.” 
This does not change the object concerning which the 
baptism is affirmed. But to supply the word hands, as 
Professor Ripley proposes, is to take an unwarrantable 
license. It does violence to the grammatical construction, 
and changes the object of the affirmation. It is quite as 
gross a violation of grammatical usage, as though the 
passage were made to read in English, “‘ That he had not 
first been baptized his hands.”* 1 will only add, that the 
word hands is not in this passage, or near it. The word 


construction, generally parsed as a case of synecdoche, in which 
the passive has an accusative after it.” Mr. Hall certainly knew 
that very well; and. for that very reason, was careful to say that 
‘at does not admit the word to be supplied as its object.” 

He knew very well, too, that where the accusative is put, by 
synecdoche, after the passive voice, it limits the action of the verk 
to the part expressed by that accusative. If the writer means so 
to limit his meaning, he always -supplies the accusative; if he 
does not, he who adds that accusative alters the meaning of the 
writer. The license is altogether unwarrantable. In the present 
tase, it is a flagrant alteration of and addition to, the word of 
God. 

* Mr. Carson himself, on grammatical 


of those who would supply the word hands in this passage and in 
Mark vii. 4. He says, p. 68, “When no part is mentioned or 
excepted, the whole body is always meant.” Transmontanus has 
several ill-natured flings, p. 101, &c., about “a new grammar of 
the Greek language.” There is no necessity for a new grammar}; 
ne only needs a little more careful study of some old one. 


grounds, rejects the gloss 
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baptize used alone and simply, as it is here used by Luke, 
has no inherent quality by which it should be thought 
to be limited in the action which it expresses to the 
handsalone. The word “hands” is imported through the 
channel of commentary ; and commentary elaborated, 
as I think I have shown, by a process of bad eriticism. 


BAPTIST MISSIONARY TRANSLATIONS. 


Our Baptist brethren claim that “to them is committed 
the sole guardianship of pure and faithful translations of 
the oracles of God into the languages of the earth..* 1 
should like to know how their foreign translations of 
ihese two passazes, Mark vii. 4, and Luke xi. 38, 
read. Do they make the Pharisees and all the Jews 
immerse themselves as often as they come from the mar- 
ket? or do they make them simply dip their hands? 
Which of these two acts do our Baptist brethren—“ the 
sole guardians of pure and faithful translations””—teach 
the heathen is the baptism which the Holy Ghost speaks 
of in Mark vii. 4% Do they teach the heathen to bee 
eve that the Pharisee marvelled that the Saviour had 
not immersed himself before dinner; or that he had not 
dipped his hands before dinner? Methinks the “ guardi- 
ans of pure and faithful translations} should agree in 


* American and Foreign Bible Society Report, 1840, p. 79. 

7 Says Professor Eaton, in his speech before the Baptist Bible 
Society at their anniversary (Report of American and Foreign 
Bible Soeiety, p. 79), “ Never, sir, was there a chord struck that 
vibrated simultaneously through so many Barrist hearts, from 
one extremity of the land to the other, as when it was announced 
that the heathen world must look to THEM ALONE for an unveiled view of 
the glories of the gospel of Christ.” “ A deep conviction seized the 
minds of almost the whole body, that they were DIVINELV AND PBCU- 
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this matter. Infallibility should not be divided; and 
where it is so, the division shows that neither party is 
infallible. The truth may lie on neither side. 

With these coadjutors ; Campbell and Woolsey on my 
right hand, and Carson and Judd on my left; Ishould 
like to go and knock at the door of the Baptist Foreign 
Missionary establishments, and inquire—Brethren, how 
do you translate the word of God? If they answer— 
We make the Bible say that the Pharisees and all the 
Jews immerse themselves as often as they come from the 
market, then Campbell and Woolsey shall yeply :— 
Brethren, this is not right, you make the word of God 
speak falsehood. If the missionaries answer, we make 
the Bible say that the Pharisees and all the Jews dip 
their hands simply, when they come from the market ; 
then the brethren on my left shall reply, Carson and 
Judd shall make answer ;—“ Brethren, the word of God 
says that the Pharisees and all the Jews immerse them- 
selves, before eating, as often as they come from the mar- 
ket ;” and you have given no faithful translation. You 
have corrupted the word of God. You have “ corrected 
and altered the diction of the Holy Ghost.” From the 
sword of the brethren—either of those on my right 
hand or of those on my left, the missionary translators 
cannot escape. And now having proved the missionary 
translation unfaithful—the brethren on my right and the 


LIARLY SET for the defence and dissemination of the gospel, as de- 
livered to men byits Heavenly Author. A new zeal in their Mas- 

~ ter’s cause, and unwonted kindlings of fraternal love glowed in 
their hearts; and an attracting and concentrating movement, 
reaching to the utmost extremity of the mass, began, and has 
been going on and increasing in power ever since.” 
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brethren on my left shall turn their arms against each 
other.* These shall demonstrate that those have made 
the Bible speak falsehood; those shall demonstrate 
- that these have disguised and corrupted the word of God. 
Neither can resist the assault of the other ; each scheme 
is certainly and totally destroyed. And when the battle 
is fought, in which I have nothing to do but to stand still 
and wait the issue—when the battle is fought, till each 
party is so beaten that he can fight no longer; I would 
take them by the hand, and say, Brethren, abandon the 
ground on which you must mutually destroy each other, 
or else fight on for ever. Do you not see that each is 


* Professor Eaton, of Hamilton Baptist Institute, in his speech 
before the Baptist Bible Society, at their anniversary in 1840 [See 
Report of said Society, p. 74], says, “ The translation” of the Bap- 
tist Missionaries “is so undeniably correct,” that its incorrectness 
could not be “ pretended,” “ without committing the objector’s charac- 
ter for scholarship and candor.” “ Who are they, sir,” said he, 
‘who cavil upon the plain meaning of the original word whose 
translation is so offensive? Are they the Porsons, and the 
Campbells, and the Greenfields, and such hike?” “ No, sir,”—“ But 
the cavillers, sir, are men who, whatever may be their standing in 
other respects, have no reputation as linguists and philologists to lose. 
There really can be no rational doubt in the mind of any sound and 
candid Greek scholar, about the evident meaning of the words in 
question. I venture to say, at the risk of the litile reputation for 
Greek scholarship which I possess, that there are no words of plainer 
import in the Bible. The profane tampering which has been 
applied to these words,” &c. &c. 

I shall not dispute here, that all this may be very modest and. 
catholic. Itis at least such matter as the American and Foreign 
Bible Society are willing to append to their report and publish to 
the world. But I should like to see which side Professor Eaton 
would take amid these combatants; and in what plight he would 
stand when the battle is over, take which side he would. 
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defenceless in his own position ; and irresistible when he 
attacks that of the other? Between you both the truth 
comes out clear; that baptism is not necessarily immer- 
sion; and that while you endeayor to make it so, you 
are on the one hand compelled to make the Bible speak 
falsehood, and on the other, to alter and corrupt the 
word of God. 

And what shall they dot Shall they make peace on 
the only rational ground? Or shall one yield his judg- 
ment to the other, and vote that one opinion to be infalli- 
ble? Or, for the sake of saving the Baptist cause, shall 
they strike hands and be made friends : agreeing, on the. 
one party, to allow the Bible to speak falsehood, provided 
it may only speak immersion ; and agreeing, on the other 
party, provided immersion may be retained, to admit the 
word of God to be altered, and disguised, and corrupted, — 
by ‘an ingenious conceit, without any authority from the 
practice of the language” in which the New Testament 
was written 1 

I would respectfully ask our Baptist brethren to look 
‘nto this matter. I would respectfully call their attention 
9 the necessity laid upon them in their present position, 
of falling upon one of the three points of the alternative, 
which here presents itself to them. “With their present 
disagreement, in which a part of them side with Carson 
and Judd, and a part with Campbell and Woolsey, it is 
impossible for them to give a faithful translation, on the 
Baptist principle, without entering into a compromise, 
which shall either make the Bible speak falsehood, or else 
alter and pervert the sacred diction of the word of God. 
I would respectfully suggest to the brethren of each of 
these. two parties, the necessity of looking into these 
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foreign translations ; and of taking heed, lest in their 
zeal to maintain immersion, they unconsciously fall into 
such a compromise as this. It surely becomes them to 
whom “is committed the sole guardianship of pure and 
faithful translations of the oracles of God, into the 
languages of the earth,” to be careful and opin Pes 
ing here. 


SCRIPTURAL IDEA OF BAPTISM. 


For giving a definition to “ baptize” which shall refer 
to the intent and the import, and omit all reference to the 
mode—a definition which shall express the sudstance of 
baptism with no reference to the circumstance,—we have 
the soundest warrant and the most explicit example in 
the word of God. Thus: Jesus, with his disciples, was 
baptizing in Judea; John in Enon (John iii 22-26). A 
question 2rose between some of John’s disciples and the 
Jews “‘about purtryinc.” To settle it, they come and 
refer it to John under the shape of a question about BaP- 
tTizinc. Their minds fastened on the substance, not on 
the circumstance. Their idea of baptism was not the 
modern Baptist idee. Baptism, with them, was not an 
immersing but a pxrifying. ° Their question is about bap- 
tizing ; but it is not about dipping, or sprinkling, or 
pouring, or immersing, but about puriFyine: and they 
state the question to John asa question about baptizing. 
In their view the words “ baptize” and “purify” are so far 
synonymous, that in a debate about purifying they may 
use either the word purify or the word baptize. But 
with them the word purify could not be synonymous 
with immerse: for their common purifications of persons 
were either in the general made of washing, or inthe 
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particular mode of sprinkling,—never necessarily in the 
mode of immersing. 

Soagain in Mark vii. 4, there is a talk about Baprizine ; 
and whatever was done, Mr. Woolsey justly maintains 
was done by the use of the “ water-pots.” But John ii. 
6 speaks of these water-pots as set “ the manner of 
the puriryine of the Jews. Here, too, baptism is not an 
immersion in fact ; much less in the idea. The idea of: 
baptism here is not a mere mode of applying water— 
certainly not the mode of immersion,—but a PURIFYING. 

So again in Luke xi. 38, 39, upon the Pharisee’s won- 
dering that Jesus had not been baptized before dinner, 
our Lord took occasion to say to him, “ Ye Pharisees 
make clean (in the original, purrry) the outside.” 
Here neither the Saviour nor the Pharisee considered the 
essence of the baptism as lying in the mode, but in the 
intent and in the effect. Baptism, in their view, was a 
washing or purifying. 

So again in the Apocrypha, Judith xii. 7, it is said that 
Judith went out into the valley of Bethulia and washed 
(Sept. baptized herself ) in the camp (é-7-vTy¢ myyNS) AT 
(not in) a fountain of water in the camp. The context. 
shows that the object of this baptizing was to remove a 
ceremonial uncleanness. ‘She without doubt strictly 
obeyed the law, and did what the law intended that she 
should do. But the Jaw*in such cases simply command- 
ed washing (Ley. xv.’’). The narrator does not intend to 
signify that she went beyond the law, but that she obsery- 
ed it: and in his view wash is synonymous with baptize 
in denoting a religious ordinance—a ceremonial purifi- 
cation. ; 


*@ in Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 25, the words baptize and 
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wash are used interchangeably as purely synonymous :— 
“ He that baptizeth himself after the touching of a dead 
body, what availeth his washing ?”? The allusion is to 
Numbers xix. 11, &c., where the law simply required 
washing, or as The essential thing in that puri- 
fying was performed by sprinkling ; and of him’ who 
should fail in this, it was said, “ because the water of 
separation was not sprinkled upon him, he shall be unclean ; 
his uncleanness is yet upon him.” 

If we therefore follow the Scripture pattern, or the 
pattern of the Greek of the Apocrypha, in fixing the prc- 
per idea of the word “ baptize” as used to denote the sa- 
cred use of water in a religious ordinance, we shall entirely 
omit all reference to mode, and fix our thoughts upon the 
intent and the effect'of baptism ; the substance and not 
the shadow. Baptism will not be a dipping, or an im- 
mersing, or a pouring, or a sprinkling, but a WASHING, a 
PURIFYING. 

The word being thus used in the New Testament, to 
denote a ritual washing or purifying (which it never sig- 
nified in classic Greek); being used moreover where 
the move of purifying was either sprinkling or pouring ; 
and being, still further, so used that to make it read im- 
merse would make the Bible speak what confessedly is 
not true; 1 think we have clearly,—and established be- 
yond the possibility of a successful denial,—a generic and 
peculiar New Testament use of the word; in which use 
baptize primarily denotes a ritual purifying by some man-. 
ner of application of water, which is called “* the WASHING 
of water :” and secondarily it denotes an inward purifying 
by the Holy Ghost, called “ the WASHING of regeneratien.”” 

These things being so, how idle it is for our Baptist 
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Brethren to ask, as they often do, “ If any application of 
water, washing, sprinkling, pouring, &c., means baptism, 
why did not the sacred writers sometimes use the Greek 
word which means to wash, sprinkle, and pour ?” 

The reason is plain: 

1, Baptize is used with a peculiar but generic reference 
to this purifying, without any reference to mode. But 
the words “ sprinkle”’ and “ pour” are not soused. Their 
use, in the New Testament, is not limited to the sacred 
use of water ; and they refer to a mode; while the word 
baptize in the New Testament refers tonone. They can- 
not therefore be interchanged with “baptize” as though 
they were synonymous with it. The word “ wash” is so 
interchanged, because it so far accords with baptize as not 
to refer to any particular mode. 

2. It is not true that the words, wash, sprinkle, pour, 
are not used in the New Testament with reference to 
baptism. As often as anything is said in the New 
Testament in allusion to a mode of baptism, these words 
are invariably used. As to the word wash, the Scriptures 
refer to baptism as the “wasurne of water ;? and the 
baptism of the Holy Ghost, they call “ the wasutne of re- 
generation. As to the word sprinkle, the prophets describe 
the purifying which they foretell, as a sprinkling: “so 
shall he sprinkle many nations :”? “Then will I sprinkle 
clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean.” As to the 
word pour, the mode of the Spirit’s baptizing is spoken ot 
as a pouring, a shedding forth, a falling upon. But where 
do youread of the immersing of (with) “ water,” or of the 

“immersing of many “ nations,” or of the immersing ot 
regeneration,” or of the immersing of (in) the blood ot 
Christ ?” Nowhere in the word of God: nowhere, even in 
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figure. The very ideais strange and preposterous. We 
may retort the question, if it be so, that baptism is nothing 
but immersion, and that immersion is all-essential to it ; 

why is it that we never read of the immersion of “regene- 
ration”’—or of a promise, then I will immerse you in 
“clean water and ye shall be clean :””—or of the immersion 
of the blood of Christ ? 


VII. TRANSLATING THE WORD ‘ BAPTIZE.”? 


Our English translators employed the words buptize 
and baptism, which had been for ages in common use, to 
denote the ordinance, and which had become vernacular 
in the English tongue. Of Greek origin these words 
undoubtedly were, but they were as well understood as 
the words geography, astronomy, biography, rhetoric, 
grammar, and history, are now ; which are as truly of 
Greek original, and as purely Greek, as the words bap- 
tize and baptism. I have proved, as I think, with re- 
gard to some passages, that immerse could not have been 
the sense of baptize, and that the word could not have 
been so translated consistently with truth. But had 
such been its meaning, the word immerse could not have 
been better understood than the word baptize. Immerse 
is as purely Latin as baptize is Greek. Baptize became 
an English word as soon as the Gospel was preached in 
England ; and our Baptist brethren contend that bap- 
tism was then performed by immersion. Had this been 
the case, and had the old Britons been taught to consider 
mmersion the essence of baptism, the word baptism in 
their language would have signified immersion; and 
the Greek word baptizo would have as truly expressed 
he idea as the Latin word immerse. At all events, as 
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our Baptist brethren claim that the Gospel was first 
preached in Britain by immersers, and that immersion 
was the exclusive mode of baptism till near the time our 
translation was made, they ought for very shame to give 
over their abuse of our English translators as though they 
had transferred the word instead of translating it. Either 
the claims of our Baptist brethren are idle and false, or 
the transferring was done by immersers ; and then their 
accusations against Pedo-baptists, as though they had 
transferred the word baptize fer the purpose of ‘‘ conceal- 
ing its true import,’ are idle and false. Our Baptist 
brethren may choose which horn of the dilemma they 
will: either their claims are idle and false, or their ac- 
cusations are idle and false. The word was, indeed, 
originally transferred into our language: but our English 
translators did not make the transfer; they gave a proper 
translation—employing THE VERY word that had been ex- 
clusively employed to-denote the ordinance, ever since 
the day that the Christian religion was first planted in 
their native land. Baptize was then as much an Eng- 
lish word as almost any word in the English language, 
most of the words having been as much derived from a 
foreign source as the word baptize. 

But neither of the words, immerse, sprinkle, pour, nor 
any other word that relates merely to the mode of the 
ordinance, could express the idea of baptism. Baptism is 
a sacred rite, of peculiar signification and design. What- 
ever be the mode of performing it, such a mode of apply- 
ing water may be a very familiar thing with any people 
on earth. Such things as dipping, immersing, sprinkling 
and pouring, are very common among all nations wher- 
ever there is water ; and of course every language must 
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have a word for each of these things. But certainly it 
will not be contended that all heathen nations are in the 
habit of performing such a thing as a Christian baptism, 
in the Christian sense. The Baptists do not consider 
every immersion a baptism, in the Christian sense. I] 
they do, then, so far as baptism is concerned, they must 
hold communion with every man who accidentally falls 
overboard ; if they do not, then they do not consider 
immersion as equivalent to baptism ; and it is idle to pre- 
tend that the word baptism is equivalent to the word im 
merse, or that immerse is an adequate or faithful trans- 
lation of the word baptize. On our part we do not hold 
every man baptized who has been accidentally sprinkled 
in a shower. We cannot therefore claim that the word 
baptize is equivalent to the word sprinkle: and do not 
consider the word sprinkle or the word pour as a proper 
translation of the word baptize.* No word which ex- 


* Our Baptist brethren are fond of making a representation 
touching this matter, which is very plausible and captivating to 
ignorant and unreflecting minds; but nothing can be more dis- 
ingenuous in the estimation of those who understand the subject. 
Thus, Mr. Woolsey, p. 211, endeavors to show what “effort” we 
make “ to get around the plain instruction of the apostle” in Rom 
vi. 4, by insinuating that we would have it read,—or take ground 
which requires us to read—“ Buried with him by sprinkling.” 
The Baptist Bible Society is equally disingenuous and injurious 
—not only with regard to us, but with regard to the truth in this 
matter. Thus, in the Appendix to the Report for 1840, p. 52, they 
say, “If a Pedo-baptist translator conscientiously believes that 
sprinkling or pouring is the meaning of baptizo, let him thus 
render the word.” ‘The reader cannot fail, I think, to see the 
fallacy and disingenuousness of such an argument, and such 
a mode of representing Pedo-baptist views. Our brethren 
represent us as holding what I think they must know we do 
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presses simply a mone of applying water can fill up the 
idea of the word baptizo ; and any word which limits the 
application to any one mode is an arrant perversion of the 
Scriptures: which expressly speak of baptism under 
two modes, sprinkling and pouring ; and refer to it again 
and again under the more general idea of a purifying, or 
a washing. The mode immerse is the very one which 
finds the least countenance in the word of God : if, indeed, 
there is any unquestionable authority for that mode, 
aside from its being one of the modes of washing or 
purifying. 

In translating the word baptize, therefore, we raust 
have a word which possesses two qualities : Ist, It 
must denote a sacred application of water in a ritual 
purifying: 2d, It must not limit the application to any 
one mode. To wash or to purify, comes nearer the 
true idea, than either of the words, sprinkle or immerse ; 
and they are the only words which can be employed 
with exclusive reference to a mode of baptizing, consist- 
ently with the truth of the Bible. Yet neither wash, nor 
purify, has the exact and full signification, by the com- 
mon acceptation of these terms. - To wash did not origi- 
nally, in our Janguage, mean a rituad purification, much 
less did immerse have that meaning’; and to purify does 
not in the common use of our language signify necessarily 
an application of water. We may use them, with a 


not hold; viz. that baptize in the New Testament signifies a mode 
of applying water; is synonymous with the word sprinkle ; and 
can be adequately and truly translated by the term sprinkle. 
Assuming that we maintain this, and so representing us, they 
endeavor to show the absurdily of such ground; and then,—“ cover- 
og up and concealing” our real views,—they endeavor to 
| Yansfer” that absurdity to our account, 
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modification of their common meaning ; and the connec- 
tion will show in what sense they are used. But after 
all, when the new idea ef baptism came into the minds 
of the old Britons, they needed either a new word, or a 
new adaptation of an old word to express that idea. 
They wanted a term which should express a ritual 
purifying by some manner of sacred application of water : 
and it mattered not what word they empleyed, nor from 
what source it was derived, provided they might agree 
respecting what word should express the idea. To illus- 
trate this,—in the South Sea Islands, they had no know- 
ledge of such a thing as a horse; and of course no word 
for horse. But in translating the Bible for them, it was 
necessary to find something to substitute for the word 
horse. The animal might have been described by a 
long circumlecution, by the use ef words already exist- 
ing in their language ; but this would not do; the word 
must be translated. How could this be done, as the 
natives had ne word for horse? The Missionaries made 
a word forthem. The Greek word for horse is Hippos ; 
and by leaving off the last letter, the werd weuld conform 
in shape and sound to the structure of native words much 
better than the English word horse, and quite as well as 
any other cembination of sounds that might be invented. 
So the Missionaries translated the word horse by the 
word “ Hippo.”* But this word would need explana- 


* The Missionaries at the Sandwich Islands found the Hawaiian 
language so copious that they were net under the necessity of in- 
troducing a great number of foreign words, except proper names. 
“We have, however,” say they, “adopted Ekalesia for church, 
bapetiso for baptize, bapetiso for baptism, bapetite for baptist, 
lepero for leper, aeto for eagle, alopeke for fex, berena for bread, 
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tion. Grant it. And so has the word baptizo to be ex- 
plained by Baptist translators, and they explain it to 
mean,—most erroneously as we believe,—immersion. 


NO NEW THING TO TRANSFER PECULIAR WORDS FROM ONE 
LANGUAGE TO ANOTHER. 


This transferring of words from one Janguage to ano- 
ther is not so uncommon a process as many of our breth- 
ren seem to suppose it. What English word shall be 
substituted for the Greek word “ Tetrarch,” in Luke iii. 
1% What for the Greek word “ Pentecost,” in Acts ii. 
1% What for the Greek words “ Christ” and “ Chris- 
tians?” “Christ” signifies anointed; and so does the 
Hebrew “ Messiah.” But to irgnslate the word, in all 
cases, on the principle contended for by our Baptist breth- 
ren, would confound and destrey the meaning of many 
passages of Scripture. The word is applied by way of 
eminence, as an APPELLATION, to the promised Redeem- 
er. In Matt. i. 1, 18, and Mark i., as often elsewhere, 
our Lord is called, not “ Jesus raz Christ,” but “Jesus 
Christ :”” As George Campbell well says (D. V., Part 
4), ““Though the word Anointed expresses the primitive 
import of the Hebrew name, it does not conyey the idea 
in which it was then universally understood. It was con- 
sidered solely as the well-known title of an extraordinary 
office, to which there was nothing similar among the 
people.” That the word Christ has this peculiar mean- 


enemi for enemy, himeni for hymn, halelu for psalm, and a few 
other foreign words, most of which are well established and 
familiar to common readers,” —( Report of the American Bible Society, 
1837.) The classical and Biblical scholar will at ance recognize 
the origin of most of these words. 
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ing when applied to the Saviour, may be seen at once, 
by applying the word, in its English sense, to other per- 
sonages, who are often spoken of by the same original 
words, both in Hebrew and Greek. How would it 
sound to hear David speaking of Saul, as in 1 Sam. xxiv. 
6, repeatedly call that wicked king the “ Christ of the 
Lord?” How would it sound in Isa, xlv.1, to hear the 
Lord speaking to Cyrus, as to his “ Christ 2” or, in 
Psalm cyv., “ Touch not my. Christs?”? Here the sense 
as imperatively demands that the word be translated ac- 
cording to its original import, as other passages do that 
it should not be translated but transferred. 

I suppose it would be lawful to talk to the Hindoos, 
or the Burmans,-about the Jewish ‘ Synagogues ;” 
though that too is a word of Greek origin. If any hea- 
then have no term for such beings as devils, I suppose it 
would be lawful to introduce to them such words as the 
Greek Diabolos, or the English word devil. It would 
be a matter of indifference whether you introduce to them 
our Hebraic English word “Sabbath,” and teach them 
its meaning ; or teach them how to use one of their 
own old words with a new meaning. The volume of 
God’s word might retain its Greek-English name Bible, 
or it might be turned into the words vernacular among 
the heathen, for ‘‘ writings,” or for “ The Book ;” only 
teaching them to give a new idea to their common words. 
Such words as “ Jubilee,” “ homer,” “‘ ephah,” “ shekel,”’ 
“ cherubim,”’ might be transferred, or old words selected, 
and taught to bear a meaning not originally their own, 
as should be found most convenient. A scholar, dealing 
in profane literature only, in translating from the ancient 
Greek writers, or from Cicero or Tacitus, might find 


124 LAW OF BAPTISM. 


himself compelled, either to give erroneous ideas, or to 
transfer into Burmese, or Japanese, such words as 
“© Archon,” “ Consul,” “ Pretor,” “ Questor,”’ “ Censor,” 
“ Senator,” “ Dictator,” “ Tribune.” ‘ Who,” says 
Campbell, “ considers these names” (as transferred into 
our language) “as barbarous?” ‘To have employed 
instead of them, ‘ Alderman,’ ‘ Sheriff,’ &c., we should 
have justly thought much more exceptionable.” ‘TI 
have heard,” says he, “‘ of a Dutch translator of Cesar’s 
Commentaries, who always rendered consul, burgomas- 
ter; and in the same taste, all the other officers and 
magistrates of Rome.”? How could we have translated 
the Latin classics, and given the true idea, unless we had 
naturalized, in such cases, the very Latin words, and 
learned the ideas and the names together? Where 
would have been our English ideas of such a thing as a 
“ ibation,” an “‘ ovation,” a“ lustration,’’ had we not im- 
ported, not only the names, but the very ideas, from the 
language and customs of heathenism? Whence comes 
our English word “ triumph ?”? Whence comes the now 
English words, “ Sultan,” “ Pacha,’’ “ Khan,” “ Bey Y”? 
What limit is there to the transferring of the very words 
of the people who bring us new things and new ideas 2 
Look at our military terms: almost all adopted and trans- 
ferred from the French. Look at our terms of chemistry, 
botany, and zoology: how many of them have been re- 
cently compounded from the Greek ? | 
Now, unless Baptism is already in use among the hea- 
then, as a RELIGIOUS PURIFICATION, and expressed by a 
word of their own, having this precise idea, in distinction 
‘ from the idea of any simple mode of administering water, 
or at least in addition to such an idea of mode, it must be 
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as inadequate and inaccurate a translation which shall 
use an old word of theirs, referring simply to the mode of 
applying water, as it would be to turn the Roman “ Con- 
sul” into a Dutch “ Burgomaster.”” The translation is 
inadequate ; it is incorrect ; it misleads; and that aside 
from the consideration that to translate Buptize, immerse, 
makes the Bible speak falsehood, even with regard to the 
mere mode. You may transfer the word Baptize ; you 
may call Baptism, in Siamese (as the Baptist Bible So- 
ciety say our missionaries have done), ‘‘ Baptectsamay,” 
—conforming the shape of the word to the genius of the 
language, as in the Latin Baptizare, and the English 
Baptize ; and it is correct. It is as easy to teach them 
the new word as it is to teach them the new idea—the 
positive and peculiar Scripture idea of Baptize. Or you 
may translate baptize into a word signifying to wasH; 
still better, if you can find a word which signifies a 
ritual purifying by washing ; and you have given a most 
faithful translation. But to translate the word by the 
word immerse, is to give an inadequate, inaccurate, and, 
as we contend, a false idea. 


MARTIN LUTHER’S VERSION. 


Our Baptist brethren claim that Luther translated bap- 
tize by the word dip or immerse. Thus: 

Mr. Woolsey says, p. 74, ‘‘ Luther, one of the great 
reformers, gave the Bible translated to the Germans, that 
they might read in their own language, the wonderful 
works of God; and he rendered baptize into a word sig- 
nifying to immerse.’’? Again he says, p. 138, ‘ or as Lu- 
ther, the great reformer, renders it in his German Testa- 
ment,”? Johannes der Taufer,— John the Dipper.” 
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So the Baptist Bible Society in their report for 1840, 
p. 89, say, “ Other translators may do as they please ; 
Baptize may be twisted into all sorts of meanings except 
immersion—unless indeed in the case of old versions. 
Luther may say that it means to immerse, and his version 
shall continue to be circulated ; but wo be to the Bap- 
tists if they say so; and what is the reason 2” 

Mr. Woolsey compliments Luther, as “this bold de- 
fender of the inalienable right of every man to become 
personally acquainted with the truths of the Bible rarrH- 
FULLY TRANSLATED into his own vernacular tongue.” 

We all agree with Mr. Woolsey in venerating the 
courage, the honesty, and the piety of Martin Luther. 
But is Mr. Woolsey ignorant that the Germans and all 
Lutherans who use his translation baptize by sprinkling, 
as Luther practised and as Luther taught them? When 
a German minister takes water in his hand and sprinkles 
or pours it on the person baptized, saying, “ Icn TAUFE 
picH,” does he mean I immerse you? Do the people 
so understand him? Most certainly not. When Martin 
Luther took water in his hand, and poured or sprinkled it 
on the head of a person, saying, “‘ Ich taufe dich,” did 
he mean “I immerse you?” Would the people so un- 
derstand him? It is impossible. Luther could never 
have used that word*in connection with such an action, 
had it in his day been equivalent to immerse. The words 
Taufen and Taufer, which Mr. Woolsey and the Baptist 
Bible Society translate “ immerse”? and “ dipper,” mean 
no such thing. They are used in German with specific 
and exclusive reference to the rite of baptism, which 
the Germans perform by sprinkling or affusion. 

Thus, the English and German Dictionary by F. A. 
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Weber, of acknowledged and unquestionable authority, 

gives the following definitions of the words in question. 

I copy from the oe Edition of 1833, by Tauchnitz : 
“* Taufe, baptism, christening. 

Taufen, to baptize, to christen. 

Taufer, baptizer, baptist. 

Toufling, person baptized. 

Taufname, Christian name. 

Taufclein, certificate from the church register.” 

‘The same dictionary gives the following German words 
for the English words, immerge, immerse, and immersion. 
It will be seen that Taufen is not among them. 

“¢ Immerge, eintauchen, versunken, vertiefen. 

Immerse, eintauchen, untertauchen, vertiefen. 

Immersion, untertauchung, versunkung.”’ 

Borcxuarpr, in his German and English Lexicon (ed. 
Berlin, 1823), ails the same definitions, both in the 
English and in the German. 

From this it is manifest, that whatever might have 
been the etymology of the words Tuufen and Taufer, 
they do not in German mean immerse or immerser. To 
gve a German an idea of immersion you must use other 
words, different both in their origin, their meaning, and 
their form. 

The world will doubtless concur with Mr. Woolsey in 
his encomium upon Luther as “ this bold defender of the 
inalienable right of every man,” to have the Bible “ faith- 
ully translated into his vernacular tongue.”” Doubtless 
Luther meant to give ‘‘ the Bible translated to the Ger- 
mans, that they might read in their own language the 
wonderful works of God.’? But the reader may judge 
whether Mr. Woolsey would not have spared his enco- 
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mium upon Luther, had he not, in talking about Luther’s 
translation, undertaken to talk about a matter concerning 
which he was not well informed. Because our English 
translators render the word baptize by the word wash in 
Mark vii. 4, and Luke xi. 38, Mr. Woolsey declares 
that they have been guilty of a “glaring perversion of 
this Scripture, by suppressing the word baptize, and sub- 
stituting the word wash,” p. 152. He contends, p. 153, 
that “ the translators of our English Bible, for the sake of 
suppressing the true import of the words baptize and bap- 
tism,” “have not only concealed” the “ instructions of 
the Holy Ghost,” but “represented the Holy Ghost as 
using the most stupid tautology.” But how does that 
“‘ great reformer,” and “ bold defender,” translate these 
passages? Mr. Woolsey declares that he has given ta 
the Germans a Bible translated. How does Luther trans- 
late these passages? He translates them by the word 
“‘wass,” the pure old Saxon word, the identical mother 
of our good old English word “ wash.” “ Und wenn sie 
vom Markte kommen, essen sie nicht, sie WASCHEN siCE 
denn ;”—they was# THEMsELVEs. So in Luke xi. 38. 
“ Da das der Pharisaer sah verwunderte er sich, dass er 
sich nicht vor den essen GEWASCHEN HATTE,”’—that he 
had not wasuep himself.” : 


THE PESHITO-SYRIAC VERSION. 

Our Baptist brethren claim this version as evidence in 
favor of immersion. Thus, Mr. Woolsey affirms, p. 71, 
that “the venerable Peshito-Syriac version,” which he 
thinks was “ evidently executed by the last of the first 
century,” has baptize translated by immerse. 

If this were so, I think we have shown from higher 
authority, even from the Scriptures themselves, that such 
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a translation is wrong. The testimony of Evangelists 
and Apostles is as good against the mere opinion of all 
translators, as it is against testimony adduced from the 
heathen Greeks. 

But will Mr. Woolsey admit this translation to be good 
authority on the subject of baptism? Will Mr. Woolsey 
after affirming, p. 252, that “ not a word is said about 
Infant Baptism” “ till the third century ;’’ will he, after 
all that he has said about “‘ Mistress Lydia,” p. 305, and 
its being “ quite certain that she was a maiden lady,” p. 
306 ; will Mr. Woolsey, after this, admit the “‘ venera- 
ble Peshito-Syriac version,” this “‘ Protoplastic version,” 
“the very best that has ever been made,” as good authority 
on the subject of baptism? This Syriac version reads, 
that “‘ when she (Lydia) was baptized wiTH HER CHIL- 
DREN.”* Will Mr. Woolsey, after affirming that this 
version was made by the last of the first century, and 
maintaining that. it ‘cannot be determined”? whether it 
“ be the work of an inspired apostle or not,’’ will he now 
admit that he is wrong in declaring so positively that there 
is nowhere any mention of Infant Baptism till the third 
century? Will he admit, that he and all the Baptists 
are wrong in denying that Infant Baptism existed before 
‘the close of the second century, and acknowledge that 
the practice can be traced clearly and indubitably to the 
apostles: or will he for ever after be silent about the 
¢: immersion” of the venerable ‘‘ Peshito-Syriac version ?”’ 

But it is not admitted that the Syriac version renders 
the word baptize by a word signifying immerse. The 
best scholars deny it. Professor Stuart shows that while 
the Syriac has a word, which means to plunge, dip, or 


* Kurtz, p. 99. The Coptic version gives the same reading. 
6* 
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immerse, the Syriac version does not employ that word, 
but another which signifies ‘ to confirm—to establish,”’ so 
that ‘Baptism, then, in the language of the Peshito, is 
the rite of confirmation simply, while the manner of this 
is apparently left without being at all expressed.”* An 
English Baptist, who is, as says a competent judge, 
“evidently a master in Israel,” has recently written 
against the “‘ Baptist Translation Society... This writer 
accords with Professor Stuart with regard to the mean- 
ing of the Syriac word by which baptize is translated in 
the version in question.”? “I confess,” says he, “I can 
derive no countenance to my practice as a Baptist from 
this version.” Concerning the Ethiopic and Coptic yer- 
sions, he admits that “they must be set aside, if they are 
not used against us (‘the Baptists’) in the baptismal con- 
troversy.”’} 

The ancient Syriac version is the present Bible of the 
Nestorian Christians. Their modern word for baptize 
is radically the word employed in the ancient version, 
and like the German taufen, and the English baptize, it 
is exclusively appropriated to the ordinance of baptism. 
They baptize either by immersion or affusion, and make 
no objection when they see our missionaries baptize by 
sprinkling, but consider it as good and valid baptism. 
Mr. Woolsey is, therefore, as much mistaken here, as 
he is in the case of Martin Luther’s version. 


DUTCH, DANISH AND SWEDISH VERSIONS, 
Our Baptist brethren affirm, that the “ Dutch, Danish 


* From Judd’s Reply to Professor Stuart, p. 164. 
t See New York Evangelist, Jan. 23, 1841. 
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and Swedish versions have the words in dispute translat- 
ed by words signifying immersion.’’* 

On this subject I will simply quote the words of Dr. 
Henderson, who has studied the languages of Northern 
Europe on the ground,.and is familiar with their idioms. 
Dr. Henderson is authority upon this subject, which will 
not probably be questioned. 

Says Dr. Henderson, “ As it respects the Gothic dia- 
lects, which have been repeatedly appealed to with great 
confidence, it isa settled point with all who are acquaint- 
ed with them, that the reference is totally irrelevant. 
That the Maeso-Gothic daupian, the Anglo-Saxon dyp- 
pan, the Dutch doopen, the Swedish dopa, the Danish 
dobe, and the German taufen, all correspond in sound 
to our English word dip, does not admit of any dispute, 
any more than the fact that dab, daub, and dub, have the 
same correspondence ; but nothing would be more erro- 
neous than to conclude, with the exception of the Anglo- 
Saxon, that they must have the same signification. No 
Dutchman, Dane, Swede, or German, would for a mo- 
ment imagine that the words belonging to their respective 
languages meant anything else than baptism, by the 
application of water to the body baptized. The words 
are never used in those languages in another sense, or 
in application to any other subject. Where the Germans 
would express dip or immerse they employ tauchen and 
not fatfen, which is the word by which baptize is trans- 
lated. The Danes, in like manner, use dyppe and _ned- 
‘dyppe, for dip, and not dobe. And that neither Luther, 
nor the authors of the Dutch, Danish, and Swedish ver- 


Report of the American Foreign Bible Society, 1840, p. 38, 
Woolsey, p. 138. , 
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sions, had any intention of conveying the idea of immer- 
sion as implied in baptize, is obvious from the preposition 
which they have used with the verb. ‘Thus we read in 
German, mit wasser taufen ; in Danish, dobe met vand; 
in Swedish, dopa med vatn ; in Dutch, doopen met wasser ; 
i. e. with water, and not in wasser—in water, i vand, 2 
yatn ; which phraseology is as foreign to these languages 
as the practice which it would sanction is unknown te 
the inhabitants of the countries in which they are spoken. 
Even the Mennonites in Holland, and other parts, 
though they reject Infant Baptism, administer the ordi- 
nance by pourizg, and not by immersion.” 


THE VULGATE, 


Our Baptist brethren are equally hostile to the Vul- 
gate as to the English Version for having transferred the 
word Baptize. Thus, Mr. Woolsey says, p. $2, that 
“ The Roman Catholic Bible, i. e. the Latin Vulgate, 
was the first to transfer baptize and other words, rather 
than translate them.” Again, p. $3, he calls the Vul- 
gate the “authorized Roman Bible.” On p. 89, he 
classes our English Bible and the Vulgate together as 
“‘ unworTHY models.” 

Now it is true that the Vulgate is the “authorized 
Bible” in the Roman Catholic church. But it is also 
true that the Vulgate was made before the Papal church 
had an existence. The Vulgate was declared the stand- 
ard version of the Roman church by the Council of Trent, 
in 1545: but it ought not to be forgotten that it was to 
an old copy of the Vulgate, which providentially fell inte 
the hands of Martin Luther, long before the Council of 
Trent, that we owe the Reformation. The Bible on 
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which the Reformation was built, and which was in use 
by all the ancient Western churches, before the Papal 
church was born, ought not, surely, thus to be thrown by 
with a sarcasm, as “ The Roman Catholic Bible.” In 
the time of Jerome, who was born about A. D. 330, there 
were several Latin versions of the Bible and of parts of 
the Bible. One of them, adopted by ecclesiastical au- 
thority, had long been called the Vulgate, or common 
version. In the process of transcribing many times, 
many mistakes had crept into the common copies. In 
A, D. 383, Jerome began a revision of this ancient Vul- 
gata, or Itala version—having before him the original 
Hebrew of the.Old Testament, the original Greek of the 
New, together with the Hexapla of Origen. With these, 
and with all other aids before him which the age afforded, 
Jerome sat down to the revision of the old Itala or Vul- 
gata: a part of which revision is still extant (the book 
of Job, and the book of Psalms), the remainder is lost. 
But impressed with the necessity of a new version, and 
counselled by friends, he began at the same time a new 
version, which he completed A. D. 405, and which is 
now the well known Vulgate. This gradually prevailed, 
and in time entirely supplanted the old Itala. 

In this version the Greek, baptize, is adopted into the 
Latin as a Latin word. It was probably so in the old 
Itala. Jerome could not have changed the practice of 
the whole Latin church in administering the ordinance of 
baptism, and taught them to say “ baptizo te,” instead of 
“ submergo te,” had the latter or any such word been in 
common use. I see no reason to doubt that, from the 
very day that baptism was first administered at Rome, or 
in the Latin tongue, the word baptize was at once adopt- 
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ed into the Latin tongue by a transfer from the Greek ; 
and if so, it was done either by, or with the sanction of 
the Apostles themselves. At all events, while there was 
a common Latin word for immerse and for submerge 
(these two English words are taken from the Latin)— 
Jerome, and the Christian world with him, did not em- 
ploy either submergo or immergo, but baptizo. Now the 
Baptists affirm that the whole Christian world were Bap- 
tists at that time ; 7. e., that they considered baptism to 
be synonymous with immersion, and practised according- 
ly. Ifthis were so, then the Vulgate is rather a Baptist 
Bible than a Roman Catholic Bible : and immersers first 
led the way in transferring the word paptize, instead of 
translating it by a word in common use. This outery 
about “ transferring,” and “ concealing,” comes to this 
at last. 

But an argument may be built upon these facts. The 
ancient Western church, whose common language was 
Latin, had an abundant supply of words to express im- 
mersion and submersion, if they had thought immersion 
the only baptism, or essential to it. But so far from em- 
ploying one of their common words, they transferred the 
original Greek word baptize, adopted it into their lan- 
guage, and gave it a complete naturalization. When 
they spoke of baptism, they called it an ablution, a 
washing, a distilling of the purifying dew ; they spoke of 
it not as animmersion. As to the manner of performing 
baptism, even when they generally practised immersion, , 
they did not always do so, and of course never deemed it 
essential. What is the inevitable conclusion from these 
facts? That they did not consider the word immerse, or 
the word submerge, as equivalent to the word baptize: 
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and that a substitution of these words for that would not 
be an adequate faithful translation. 

Here, then, we have the judgment of the ancient 
church with regard to the propriety of transferring the 
word in question: and that judgment founded upon the 
conviction that neither of their existing words would 
truly and adequately express the true idea of Christian 
baptism. 

This was the judgment of the Christian church in the 
time of Jerome: and in his days the use of baptizo, as a 
common Latin word, was a custom, whereof the memory 
of man ran not to the contrary—as a practice in which all 
Christians who spake the Latin language acquiesced and 
undoubtingly agreed. THE TRANSFER was, without any 
ground for doubt of which I am informed, MADE IN THE 
DAYS OF THE APOSTLES THEMSELVES. It is not, as Mr. 
Woolsey’s book and the Report of the Baptist Bible So- 
ciety would lead those to suppose who are not otherwise 
informed, a recent invention, to oppose the Baptists, and 
“to conceal a part of God’s revealed will from the na- 
tions of the earth, in a dead language, with a view of 
promoting party designs, and of preventing men from 
knowing his will, and their duty and obligation to obey 
him.” 
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IV. 


INFANT BAPTISM. 


SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY. 


ee 


a 
MATTHEW xxviit. 19. 


Go ye therefore and teach all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 


—= 


THERE are two questions with regard to Baptism, on 
which evangelical Christians are divided; one respecting 
the mode, and the other respecting the subjects. These 
two questions are entirely distinct, and there is no reason 
why those who differ concerning one might not agree 
concerning the other. 

Between us and our Baptist brethren there is no dif- 
ference of opinion concerning the subjects of baptism, ex- 
cept concerning Infants. We agree that adults are not 
to be baptized, save on a credible profession of evangeli- 
cal faith and repentance. The questions concerning the 
subjects are therefore limited to this single ‘inquiry : 
Are the infant children of believing parents to be baptized ? 

The law of the institution makes no express mention 
of infants. It is therefore contended that this is conclu- 
sive against Infant Baptism; as in a positive institution 
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we are to go by the letter of the law; and all beyond 
this, as well as everything short of this, is wrong. 

. I humbly conceive, however, that Christ has a right 
to make known his will, in this or in any other matter, 
in just such a way as he pleases ;—that the incidental re- 
cognition, by the apostles, of infants as properly embraced 
in the intent of that law, or their actual practice of bap- 
tizing infants, would be an authoritative interpretation of 
the law, as extending its provisions to infants. And we 
deceive ourselves; we undertake to correct the wisdom 
of our Lord Jesus Christ; we are guilty ef disobedience 
to his authority ; if, in such a case, we allow any notions 
or arguments about a “ positive institution” to lead us to 
act in opposition to the will of Christ, no less truly 
made known than if the warrant had expressed infants 
by name. The question is not, Are infants expressly 
named ? but, Has Christ anywhere, and in any way, in- 
structed us whether they are to be embraced or excluded ? 

On this principle our Baptist brethren themselves argue 
-and practise in other matters ; and that, too, in matters 
pertaining to “ positive institutions.”” Indeed, any other 
principle than this would shut out the Lord Jesus Christ 
from being master and lawgiver over his own house. 
Who are we, to prescribe to him how he is to make 
known his will; and that under penalty of having his 
will rejected, if he does not make it known in just the 
manner that we think he ought to employ ? 

The Sabbath is a positive institution ; and God has 
expressly designated the seventh day ; yet all Christians 
in the world, who keep a Sabbath, save a very diminutive 
fraction of one sect, keep the first day. Where is the 
express warrant for this change? There is none. Our 
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Baptist brethren, like ourselves, make out a warrant by 
inference. We find the will of Christ made known in 
the Scriptures,—not expressly, but circumstantially. ‘The 
practice of the Apostles teaches the will of Christ, even 
though it be but incidentally mentioned. We admit the 
validity of this warrant by inference. If truly made 
out, it is as clearly the will of Christ as though we had 
found an express warrant in so many words, “ Let the 
Sabbath be changed from the seventh day to the first.” 

The “ Seventh Day Baptists” are the only consistent 
ones here. They do with the Sabbath as they do by 
Infant Baptism ; they admit nothing but an express War- 
rant, in so many words, to bear upon either question ; 
“and,” said one of their ministers to me, “ we feel that 
with our Baptist brethren our arguments are unanswer- 
able. Z'hey must either keep the seventh day as the Sab- 
bath, or else reject the very principles on which they reject 
Infant Baptism ; they must give up their argument, or keep 
the seventh day, or else determine to act inconsistently and 
absurdly.” 

His conclusion was manifestly sound. And I could 
not help adding, both they and you must give up female 
communion too: for when Christ instituted his Supper 
there were no female disciples present, though he had 
such at the time, and he said not one word about them 
in the law of the ordinance ; nor are they anywhere ex- 
pressly mentioned as partaking in the celebration of the 
ordinance : and yet the Lord’s Supper is purely a ‘ nosi- 
tive institution,” and, say our brethren, you must go by 
the letter ; you must not go beyond ; you must not make 
out a warrant by inference ; you must have it express. 

I know they prove the propriety of female commu- 
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nion; but they prove it by INFERENCE, and not by any 
EXPREss command or precept. I admit the proof to be 
valid : but neither our Baptist brethren nor anybody else 
can make it out, without at the same time sweeping 
away the very foundation of their argument against In- 
fant Baptism. 

I only insist that the same sort of proof be considered 
equally valid to prove the authority for Infant Baptism. 
I am willing to have it required that that proof be ample. 
I have no fear for the issue, if the condition of receiving 
Infant Baptism be ten times the amount of proof required 
to substantiate the change of the Sabbath, or to make 
out the Scriptural warrant for female communion. 

You perceive that I have here made a “ concession ;” 
if it be proper to call that a concession, which concerns 
a thing that we never attempted to hold; and which is 
a simple statement of a truth that every Peedo-baptist in 
the world was always free to acknowledge. The “con- 
cession” is, that the law of baptism makes no EXPREss 
mention of infants. 

But having made this concession, I must be allowed 
to enter my protest against being understood or reported 
to have conceded that the Scriptures furnish no warrant 
for Infant Baptism. I concede no such thing. I maintain 
the contrary. Nor will it be deemed a matter of wonder 
to those who know what use is sometimes made of con- 
cessions, that I should deem it necessary to enter this 
protest. 

Thus, a concession of Dr. Woods is sometimes quoted 
in such a way as to leave those who hear it, under the 
impression, that Dr. Woods admits that the Scriptures 
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furnish no warrant for Infant Baptism.* So far as his 
words are quoted, they are quoted correctly from p. 11 
of his work on Infant Baptism : “‘ Whatever may have 
been the precepts of Christ or his apostles to those who 
enjoyed their personal instructions, it is a plain case 
that there is no express precept respecting Infant Baptism 
in our sacred writings.” - 

Here the matter is left. The quotation is truth as far 
as it goes : but what is essential to rue truth is omitted ; 
and the omission causes Dr. Woods to be understood as 
giving up all claim ofa Scriptural warrant for Infant Bap- 
tism ; whereas, in truth, Dr. Woods gives his testimony 
directly to the contrary. His “ concession” refers only 
to an “ ExpREss precept.”? His work was written for the 
very purpose of proving the ScripTuRAL waRRANt for In- 
fant Baptism. He is very explicit (p. 42), to take his 
position in the most formal words; and he prints them 
in italics that this position may be well noted and under- 
stood ; and these are his words: 

‘But I shall now proceed to argue the point from the 
INSPIRED RECORDS just as they are. My position is, that 
the Scriptures of the New Testament, understood accord- 
ing to the just rules of interpretation, impLy THAT THE 
CHILDREN OF BELIEVERS ARE TO BE BAPTIZED.” 

In the same manner, in a ¢ract published by the “ Gene- 
ral Baptist Tract Society,” entitled “Tue Scrivrure 
Guive To Baptism, by Pengilly,” and widely circulated 
both here and elsewhere, Mr. Baxter is introduced as 
speaking in the strongest terms against Infant Baptism. 
One long quotation from his writings introduced for this 


* The writer has himself heard Dr. Woods quoted in this 
manner before a full congregation. 
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purpose, ends with these words: “I profess my con- 
science is fully satisfied from this text, that it is one sort 
of faith, even saving, THAT MUST GO BEFORE BAPTISM.” 
The last words are printed in capitals. Jewett, in his’ 
work on Baptism, has introduced the same quotation for 
the same purpose; to make Ricuarp Baxter bear his 
witness against Infant Baptism. 

And again, “* The Scripture Guide to Baptism, by Pen- 
gilly”’ (p. 44), after asserting in italics, “that we have 
nowhere found a single place or passage that describes, re- 
cords, or implies the baptism of any infants ;’ says, ‘ the 
reader will not suppose. this a hasty conclusion when he 
hears the following Pxpo-zpaptists.” Under this, he 
quotes again Mr. Baxter, thus: “I conclude that all 
examples of baptism in Scripture do mention only the 
administration of it to the professors of saving faith: and 
the precepts give us no other direction. And I provoke 
Mr. Blake, as far as is seemly for me to do, to name onE 
precept or example for any other, and make it good if he 
can.” 

Here is a point in question, and witnesses are called. 
Richard Baxter is brought upon the stand. Mr. Bater, 
Is Infant Baptism right according to the word of God? 
An answer is put into his mouth, taken from his works, 
in which he is reasoning,—not concerning infants,—but 
concerning adults ; and showing that ‘it is one sort of 
faith, even saving’ (and not simply the intellectual be- 
lief of an unconverted man), “ that must go before bap- 
tism.” And so, Richard Baxter is by this process made 
to bear witness against Infant Baptism ! 

But, Mr. Baxter, you were a Pedo-baptist : did you 
not baptize children, and so teach and exhort in the house 
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of God? O yes: and dearly prized the ordinance, and — 
would not have given it up sooner than I would have 
given up my life. But, Mr. Baxter, what is this then 
that they say of you? Your name is spread abroad in 
tracts upon tracts, and in books upon books, and goes 
out to the four winds of heaven; and your own strong 
language is printed in the boldest relief, as though the 
author of the ‘“ Saint’s Rest,” and of the “ Call to the 
Unconverted,” had borne his testimony most decidedly 
against Infant Baptism! Are you so opposed, Mr. Bax- 
ter? Is this witness true of you? What say you of 
Infants, Mr. Baxter? Do you cut these off from the 
Church of God ? 

To be so quoted is well nigh enough to call the dead 
“¢ Saint” from his ‘¢ Rest.” He answers on this point: 
and it is Baxter’s own strong emotion and burning words 
that speak: “ Gon,”’ says Mr. Baxter, “ Gop nap NEVER 
A CHURCH ON EARTH, OF WHICH INFANTS WERE NoT 
INFANT MEMBERS, SINCE THERE WERE INFANTS IN THE 
WORLD.”’* 


* Baxter’s Comment. on Matt. xxviii. 19 (in Gray on the 
Authority for Infant Baptism, Halifax, 1837, p. 200). 

The hottest controversy which Mr. Baxter ever had was with 
the Baptists. A Mr. Tombes had written a book against Infant 
Baptism, and thought that Baxter was “the chief hinderer” of its 
success: “Though,” says Mr. Baxter, “I never meddled with 
that point.” “He had,” says Baxter, “so high a conceit of his 
writings that he thought them unanswerable, and that none could 
deal with them in that way.” “ At last, somehow, he urged me 
to give my judgment of them; when I let him know they did not 
satisfy me to be of his mind, but went no further with him.” 
“But he unavoidably contrived to bring me into the controversy 
which I shunned.” In the end Baxter agreed to hold a public dis- 
cussion in Mr. Tombes’ church, Jan. 1,1649. “ This dispute,” 
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But enough of these “‘ concessions.” Enough of these 
clouds of quotations from Pedo-baptist writers to make 
‘them say what, quoted in such connections and for such 
purposes, is heaven-wide from the faith in which they 
lived and in which they died. Whatis done to theliving 
Woods and te the dead Bazter, is done to Calvin, and 
to a host of others. These men went to the word of 
God for their doctrine. Whatever would not stand by 
that rule they scrupulously rejected, with loathing and 
abhorrence,—“ hating even the garment spotted by the 
flesh.”” They taught and practised sprinkling and pouring 
for baptism: they taught and practised the baptism of 
infants :—for the warrant of both they went to the word 
of God. And now, the influence of their names and the 
weight of their piety is attempted to be Jaid into the scale 
against the doctrines which they practised and taught, 


says Baxter, “satisfied all my own people, and the country that 
came in, and Mr. Tombes’ own townsmen, except about twenty 
whom he had perverted, who gathered into his church; which 
never increased to above twenty-two, that I could learn.” 

Not long after, Baxter published his work, entitled, “ Puain 
Scripture Proor or Inrants’ Cuurcn MrmBeErsHiP AND 
Baprisu.” This work passed through several editions. “The 
book,” says Baxter, “ God blessed with unexpected success 2 stop 
abundance from turning Anabaptists, and reclaiming many.” 

Nineteen years after, Baxter published another work, entitled 
More Proors or Inrant Cuurcu Memrcrsuir, AND CONSE- 
QUENTLY THEIR Riegurs to Baptism. This book is divided 
into three parts, which contain, he tells us, “ The plain proof of 
God’s statute or covenant for Infants’ church membership from 
the cfeation, and the continuance of it till the institution’of Ey 
tism ; with the defence of that proof against the frivolous excep- 
tions of Mr. Tombes.”—( Ormes’ Life and Times of Baxter, Vol. ii., 


p- 252.) 
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as the truth and the ordinances of God. Is this dealing 
kindly and truly with the dead? Is this dealing kindly 
and righteously with the truth % ; aT 
In the same manner, in this work by “ Pengilly,” 
published by the Baptist General Tract Society as the 
“ Scripture Guide to Baptism,” the names of such men 
as Doddridge, Baxter, Erskine, Matthew Henry, Calvin, 
Saurin, Guyse, Charnock, are arrayed as if against us in 
the particulars in which we differ from our Baptist 
brethren. Take the names from the book and the quo- 
éations annexed to them, and the book is left a mere 
lifeless carcase. But hear them fully: hear them truly = 
and do they stand against us? Could they come up 
from the dead into the midst of this community, to a 
man they would wend their way to these walls for the 
truth and order which they held as established by the 
word of God. To aman they would lift up their voices 
for the ordinances which now their names are made to 
impugn. They would cry out upon the injustice done 
to their memories and to the truth, by these attempts to 
cast the weight of their names against what they taught 
and practised, as the truth and the ordinances of God. 
And others, whose names are quoted in this tract by 
Pengilly, though they might not in all respects agree 
with ws, would nevertheless give us their united yoice 
on the matter now in question. The Methodists, White- 
field and Wesley ; the Episcopal Scott; the Bishops of 
the Church of England, Tillotson, Burnet, and Taylor, 
and irchbishop Secker, would cry out upon the injustice 
done to their names in arraying them, as if witnesses, 
against the truth and the ordinances which they held as 
most assuredly the truth and the ordinances of God. 
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But turn from the authority of names, to the foundations 
on which these men rested their faith. ‘To the law, 
and to the testimony.” . 

In our examination of the circumstances which bear 
upon the interpretation of the Law of Baptism, it will 
appear, 

I. That the Abrahamic and the Christian Church are 
one and the same ; built on the same covenant ; saved with 
the same faith ; and considered in the word of G'od as one 
and the same Church. 

Il. That circumciséon and baptism are alike seals of 
the same covenant, and stgns of the same thing. 

Ill. That the children of believers, as they were con- 
nected with the Abrahamic Church, are recognized in the 
New Testament as sustaining the same relation to the 
Christian Church. 

If these things can be proved by the certain warrant of 
the word of God, it will fellow that the Law of Baptism 
sn the Christian Church is to be interpreted as extending 
to the children ef believing parents. It would seem use- 
less to deny the sign to them who have the thing; and 
as the seal was once expressly extended to children, if 
they are to be excepted afterwards, in the application of 
another sign, of the same meaning, intent and use, the 
exception must be specified, otherwise the sign follows 
with the thing. God having given his charter, and sealed 
it te a specified class of persons, afterwards while he 
expressly continues the charter but changes the form of 
the seal, the seal in that changed form remains of course. 
Without an express warrant from God, man may not 
take away the charter, or refuse the seal. 

If, 18 addition to this, we find, 

7d 
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IV. Grounds for concluding rHaT AaPOsTLES APPLIED 
THE SIGN; and certain history to show that THE WHOLE 
CHURCH RECEIVED THE PRACTICE, as they believed, from the 
APOSTLES ; and so practised, uniformly all over the world, 
with not a man to raise his voice against the divine authority 
of the practice for more than thirty generations after 
Christ ; 1 think we may rest the question as settled. It 
is not only lawful, but a correct and authorized interpre- 
tation of the law of the institution requires believing pa- 
rents to cause their infant children to be baptized. 

This is the outline of the argument which J shal] pursue. 
And now to the proof. will 

I. The Abrahamic and the Christian Church are one 
and the same. 

The Lord appeared to Abraham (Gen. xii. 1—3), and 
promised that in him should “ All the families of the 
earth be blessed.” In Gen, xvii. 1—14, God again pro- 
mised that Abraham should be “ the father of many 
nations :” and that he would be “ a God to him and to his 
seed after him.” At the same time- God gave him the 
ordinance of circumcision for himself and for his seed. 

Here was the commencement of the polity of the pe- 
culiar people of God intended by the term Church ;- and 
distinguished (Rom. iii. 2) as having entrusted to them 
“the oracles of God ;” and (Rom. ix. 5) as those to 
whom “ pertain the adoption, and the covenants, and the 
service of God, and the promises ;” and declared (1 Tim 

‘il. 15), to be “ the house of God 3” “ the church of the 
living God ;” “the pillar and ground of the truth.” 

On account of this covenant, God is called the “God 
of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob ;” rather than 
the God of Enoch, or of Noah, or of Moses, or of David. 
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He is called THEIR Gop in relation to this covenant; as 
in numberless instances, so particularly in 2 Cor. vi.- 16, 
as God hath said, ‘I will dwell in them and walk in 
-them; and I will be their God and they shall be my people;”” 


i. e. their God, as he is not the God of other men; and 


they his people, as other men are not his people. Soin 
Heb. xi. 16, “ Wherefore God is not ashamed to be call- 
ed THEIR ae he 

This people of God, as an external visible ihe is 
called “‘ Isnari” or the “ Cuurcn:” as in Acts vil. 38, 
the descendants of Jacob are called “ rae CuurcH in the 
wilderness ;”” just as the visible polity of Christ’s people 
are called “‘ THE Cuurcn ;” as in 1 Cor. xii. 28, “And 
God hath set some in THE Cnurcu ; first apostles ; sec- 
ondarily prophets; thirdly teachers,” &c. Here the 
word Church does not mean simply an “ assembly :” for 
it is no particnlar assembly that is here spoken of, but 
Christ’s visible people everywhere; his Church in the 
widest sense. 

But the visible Church is never made up exclusively 
of those who shall be saved: and sothe terms “ Israel” 
and ‘‘ Church” are used ordinarily to designate the body 
of those who are apparently his; to wit, the Visible 
polity made up of good and bad. Again, they are 
sometimes used to denote particularly those only who 
shall be the heirs of salvation. Thus, the first term is 
used in both senses in the following passage, Rom. ix. 6, 
‘6 For they are not all Israel which are or Israel.” And 
the “ kingdom of God”? (the visible Church) is represent- 
ed, Matt. xiii. 47, as a “net cast into the sea, which 
gathered of every wd? though only cast for the proper 


< 
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kinds. When full and drawn to the shore, the good are 
gathered in vessels ; the bad are thrown away. 

Now the covenant on which the Abrahamic Church 
was founded, was not a covenant of works, but of grace : 
and its promise was not} simply of the land of Canaan, 
but of Heaven. Thus, Rom. iy. 13, “ For the promise 
that he should be heir of the world, was not to Abraham 
or to his seed through the law, but through the righteous- 
ness of faith.” And (ver. 12), “He received the sign of 
circumcision, a seal of the RIGHTEOUSNESS OF FAITH which 
he had, being yet uncircumcised.” 

It has been strenuously asserted that the covenant 
was one of temporal promises only, and circumcision 
given as a mere national badge (and indeed it is 
necessary for those who reject Infant Baptism to say 
something of the kind). But the word of God teaches 
us otherwise. “ Abraham was justified by faith.” Rom. 
iv. 13, “The promise was....through the righteousness 
of faith :” and circumcision was “a seal of the righteous- 
ness of faith ;” to wit, of the “ faith by which men must be 
Justified.” So we are taught expressly (Heb. xi.) that 
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and Sara, and “ multi- 
tudes” of their descendants, as the sand which is by 
the sea shore innumerable, “ died in the faith ;’—not 
simply in faith of the promise of Canaan, but of Heaven. 
Thus, Heb. xi. 13, 15, “ And confessed that they were 
strangers and pilgrims on the earth,”—“ but now they 
desire a better country, THAT Is a HEaventy :” where- 
fore God is not ashamed to be called their God; “ for he 
hath prepared for them a ciry.”? What « city,”? but 
Heaven 2 


And sirice there is no other name than Christ where- 


4 
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by man must be saved, Acts iv. 12, since there is ‘one 
God and one mediator between God and man,” 1 Tim. 
ii. 5, these men believed on Curist. This we are ex- 
pressly taught. Thus, “‘ Abraham rejoiced to see my 
day, and he saw it, and was glad.” So of all the ancient 
Israelites who were saved it is expressly said, 1 Cor. x. 
2—4, “ And were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud 
-and in the sea; and did all eat or THE SAME SPIRITUAL 
MEAT: and did all drink of the sume sPIRITUAL DRINK : for 
they drank of that spiritual rock that followed them ; and 
that rock was Curist.” 

Here pause a moment. Was not that the TRUE 
Cuurcn, whose true members 

Believed on Christ ; 

Sought «a Heavenly country ; 

Were justified by faith ; 

Of whom the world was not worthy ; 

For whom Ged prepared a city 5 3 

And who are now set down in the kingdom of God? ? 

In what respect does the Church of Christ differ from 
this, in the articles which may well be judged the Articles 
of the true Church of God? 

“But the Jewish polity is. passed away.’ True. 
But the Abrahamic Church is quite a different thing from 
the Jewish polity. Thus, Gal. iii. 17, “ And this I say, 
that the covenant, that was confirmed before of God, in 
Christ, the Jaw, which was four hundred and thirty years 
after, cannot disannul, that it should make the promise 
of none effect.” And if the giving of the law did not 
annul the covenant, certainly the covenant is not annulled 
by the removing of the ceremonial law. And this is the 
very thing for which Paul is arguing; and which the 
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Holy Ghost, who inspired him, teaches through his ar- 
guments :—that the covenant and its blessings remain, 
and come upon the Gentiles, as Paul says in express 
words (v.11), “ That the blessing of Abraham micut 
COME ON THE GENTILES through Jesus Christ.” 

Now “Circumcision was not of Moses but of the 
fathers,” John vii. 22. It was the seal of a covenant 
which existed before the law; and neither the giving of 
the law nor the removal of it affected either the covenant 
or the seal. The covenant remaining, the seal remained, 
of course, unless specially abrogated. Another form of 
the seal was indeed adopted under Christ, as another day 
was adopted for the Sabbath, instead of the seventh. 

The seal being changed, circumcision was interdicted 
(Acts xy.), but this was especially on the ground that 
those who enjoined circumcision, taught that it was 
needful to circumcise them and “ to conunand them to keep 
the law of Moses ;” and to circumcise as well as baptize. 
The circumcision, under these circumstances, was en- 
joined and received under the notion of being justified by 
the law; and became in its practical effect a sign of 
justification by the law. Under these circumstances, the 
apostles, divinely instructed, did with circumcision what 
Hezekiah did with “ the brazen serpent that Moses had 
made,” 2 Kings xviii. 14. ‘It must no longer be tole- 
rated when it became the means of sin and ruin. Paul 
also (Gal. v.) spoke against circumcision on the ground 
that they who practised it, did it under the notion of 
attaining justification by the works of the law. To keep 
the seventh day, under the notion of being justified by 
the law, would put one equally off from the ground of 
grace. He would be “ fallen from grace ;” and “ Christ 
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should profit him nothing.” It was on this ground that 
Paul interdicted circumcision, and en this only; for 
Paul himself (Acts xvi. 3), when he would have Timo- 
thy go forth with him, “took him and circumcised him, 
because of the Jews which were in those quarters.” 

So far, then, the covenant with its seal remain unim- 
paired by the giving and the removing of the law. ; 

“< Wherefore, then, serveth the law? It was added, 
because of transgressions, éiJJ the seed should come, to 
whom the promise was made,” Gal. iii. 19. The inference 
is inevitable ; the law passes away when Christ comes ; 
since it was only added to continue “till” that time. 
The promise and the covenant remain to be fulfilled : to 
wit, the promise referred to-in these words, Gal. iu. 8, 
‘¢ And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify 
the heathen through faith, preached before the gospel unto 
Abraham, saying, In thee shall aLL THE FAMILIES OF 
THE EARTH BE BLESSED.”” » : i 

If now we were to add to this, “So, then, modern 
believers are built upon the foundation of the Abrahamic 
covenant,” the reasoning might be questioned. But the 
word of God has come to such a conclusion, and it ought 
to seem to be no longer a matter to be questioned. 
“‘ So, then,” says the apostle, “ they which be of faith, 
are blessed with faithful Abraham.” “ Know ye not, 
that they which are of faith, the same are the children of 
Abraham,” Gal. iii. 7. Why are they not called the 
children of Enoch, or of Noah, or of Elijah, or of Moses 4 
These men had faith; and were justified by faith... If 
simply to be justified by faith be the matter in which we 
are ‘“ Abraham’s seed,” can any mortal tell why we: 
might not as well be called the seed of Enoch, or of 
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Noah, or of Moses, or of Elijah? Plainly the covenant 
and its Promises are the reason why we are Abraham’s 
seed: and Paul accordingly reasons on the ground of the 
covenant and the promise. But hear his conclusion, 
Gal, iii. 29, “ And if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abra- 
ham’s seed, AND HEIRS ACCORDING To THE PROMISE.” 

I might rest the argument here; but the word of God 
is not content to leave the matter so. It would make it 
so plain, “that he may run who readeth it.” Thus, 
the prophets uniformly represent the kingdom of Zion, 
not as a new Church, but as Israel enlarged by the 
“‘ bringing in” of the Gentiles. To say all that might be 
said in proof of this would be to repeat nearly all the 
passages in the prophets which speak of the kingdom 
of Christ. For your satisfaction I refer to chap. Ix. of 
Isaiah, and onward through chap. Ixy. Here is no cast- 
ing away of God’s people, and the erection of an entire 
new polity. It is: Zion ; it is Jerusalem that arises and 
shines ; her light being come, and the glory of the Lord 
being risen upon her. The Gentiles come to her light, 
and kings to the brightness of her rising: all they gather 
themselves and come to thee. These prophecies re- 
present the Church of Jesus Christ in her course to uni- 
versal empire over the earth : but it is still the ancient 
Zion, and the ancient Jerusalem. - It is still the covenant 
people of God, at a period when the promise is made 
sure to ALL the seed; “ not to that only which is of the 
Jaw, but that which is of faith ;”—to the Gentiles, upon 
whom the blessing of Abraham comes in the latter day. 

The apostles are not less distinct in this matter than 
the prophets. Thus Paul, Rom. xi. 25, “ Blindness in 
part is happened unto Israel until the fulness of the Gen- 
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tiles be come in.” (“ In?” Into what? Toa house 
that is thrown down and cast away?) And more ex- 
pressly in Eph. ii. 12—22, “ Wherefore remember that 
ye, being in times past Gentiles in the flesh,”—“ that at 
that time ye were without Christ, being aliens from the 
ComMonwEALTH OF IsrakEx, and strangers from the cove- 
NANT OF PROMISE, are made nigh by the blood of Christ. 
For he is our peace, who hath mapE BOTH ONE, having 
broken down the middle wall of partition.” —“ Now there- 
fore ye are no more strangers and foreigners, but fellow 
citizens with the saints, and of the HOUSEHOLD OF GOD ; 
and are built upon the foundation of the apostles and pro- 
phets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner-stone.”’ 

I know there are those to whose scheme it is destruc- 
tion, to consider the Abrahamic covenant as pertaining 
at all to us, or the Abrahamic and the Christian Church 
one and the same : and hence, when we mention these 
things they profess that it is all unintelligible, and 
throw them by contemptuously as an idle and pernicious 
figment. But it seems to me, that we cannot throw 
these things away without throwing away the word of - 
God. But as if the Scriptures had anticipated what ob- 
jections would be raised, they go on, as though deter- 
mined to put the matter beyond a question, if the clearest 
representations of holy writ can put anything beyond 
question. 

Thus, in Rom. xi., “God hath not cast away his peo- 
ple”? whom he foreknew,—“ there is a remnant,”’—“ the 
rest are blinded.”? ‘ And if some of the branches be bro- 
ken off? (mark! is the trunk destroyed when some of 
the branches are broken off?) “‘ and thou, being a wild 

. olive tree, wert graffed in among them” (grafted into 
ye 
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nothing ? and among nothing?) “ and with them PaR- 
TAKEST OF THE ROOT AND FATNESS of the olive tree?” 
(Tell me, ye who are familiar with the process of en- 
grafting, is the trunk torn up and cast away, when the 
scion is graffed in among its green branches, and with 
them partakes of its root and fuiness?) ‘ Boast not 
against the branches: but if thou boast, thow bearest not 
the root, BUT THE ROOT THEE.’’ 

Can anything more strikingly and certainly assert, that 
the old trunk, the Abrahamic Church, is not thrown 
aside, but that the Christian Church draws its support 
and sustenance from the original and still living root, the 
covenant of promise, which secures us Christ; which 
secures us all the mercy that God has covenanted, or 
which comes to us through his Son? Could a voice 
‘from heaven, louder than seven thunders, and distinct as 
that which shall call the world to judgment, make this 
matter more plain ? , 

One more passage of holy writ, and I have done on 
this point. The passage is in Rom. iv. 16,17. ‘There- 
fore itis of faith, that it might be by grace; to the 
end THE PRomMIsE might be sure to aun the seed; not 
to that only which is of the law, but to that also which 
is of the ¥aitH of Abraham, who is the father of us ann; 
as it is written, I have made thee a father of many na- 
tions.” 

Here I rest under the first point ; believing the proof 
to be plain and incontrovertible,—resting on the sure 
authority of the word of God ; that the Abrahamic and 
the Christian Church are one and the same ; built upon 
the same covenant; saved with the same faith ; con- 
sidered in the word of God as one and the same Church. 
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I proceed to the second point. 

II. Circumctsion and baptism are alike the seal of the 
same covenant, and the sign of the same thing. 

God-appointed circumcision the seal of his covenant 
with Abraham in these words, Gen. xvii. 10, “ This is 
my covenant, which ye shall keep between me and you, 
and thy seed after thee-: Every man child among you 
shall be circumcised.” Here circumcision is called the 
“ covenant,” by a common figure of placing the sign for 
the thing. Every one understands that literally circum- 
cision is not the covenant, bat the token, or sign, or seal 
of the covenant. That it is such a “ sign’ and “ seal” 
—and what it signifies we are not left to conjecture. 
Paul says, Rom. iv. 11, “ He” (Abraham) “received 
the sign of circumcision, a sEAL of the righteousness of 
the faith which he had, yet being uncircumcised.” A 
“sign !?? “ a sEaL!” of THE RIGHTEOUSNESS of—FraITH !”? 
Is not this “ righteousness of faith” the very thing which 
Paul urges as the ground by which the sinner is justified, 
and has peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ ; 
of which “Justification” he cites Abraham as an illustrious 
example? Of this “ faith” Abraham received circumcision 
as the “seal.” And what was the import of the seal ? 
The renewal of the heart and of the spirit. This was 
the true circumcision, of which the outward circumcision 
was given as the sign, Rom. ii. 29: “Circumcision is 
that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter.” 
That is, the real thing denoted by the segn, circumcision 
—the truly being what circumcision should be the sign 
of being, is to be cleansed in heart. Of this it is the 
sicn. Of the remission of sin and of the acceptance of the 
soul through the righteousness of faith it is the “ SEAL.” 


a 
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Now baptism is the seal and sign of the same things. 
Thus, Acts xxii. 16, ‘ Arise and be baptized, and wash 
away thy sins.” The baptism does not literally ‘“ wash 
away sins :” but it is the sign, or token, or seal, of the 
washing away of sins; and of acceptance with God, in 
justification through the righteousness of faith. The real 
washing away of sins is accomplished with a bloody 
baptism—by the «printing of the blood of Christ :” of 
this, baptism is the sea/, in precisely the same manner as 
circumcision was the seal of the righteousness of faith; 
and the “sprinkling of blood is shadowed forth by the 
sprinkling of water.” 

And what is the import of this seal? What but the 
washing of the heart, and the inward cleansing by 
the Holy Spirit, which is called the “ baptism of the 
Spirit,” as the circumcision of the heart was the work 
of the Holy Spirit; so here the baptism (or cleansing} 
of the heart, which is the work of the Holy Spirit, is 
called, ‘the washing of regeneration, and the renewing 
of the Holy Ghost,” and this is shadowed forth by the 
“‘ washing of water,” or baptism: as it is said in Tit. 
iii. 5, “ Christ loved the church, and gave himself for it, 
that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the wasHine 
OF waTER by the word.” 

We have, then, baptism and circumcision 5; each a 
“ sign,” each a “ seal,” and each as a sign and as a seal 
- signifying precisely the same thing. 

But the word of God goes further, and expressly calls 
baptism the circumcision of Christ (or what is its precise 
equivalent— Christian circumcision). Thus, Col. ii. se 
12, “In whom ye are circumcised, with the circumcision 
made without hands ;—(Here is the real circumcision, 
the inward “ circumcision of the heart and of the Spi- 
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rit :”—“ the washing of regeneration, the renewing of 
the Holy Ghost)”’—“ in putting off the body of the sins 
of the flesh, by the cizcumcIsion oF CHRIST: buried 
with him in Baptism.” Here is the outward cireumci- 
sion of Christ (the sign of the inward)—baptism. Again, 
Phil. iii. 3, Christians are called “ the circumcision,” in 
allusion to their having wrought in them the thing signi- 
fied by circumcision, and of which baptism under the 
dispensation of Christ is the outward sign. ‘ For we 
are the circumcision, which worship God in the spirit, 
and rejoice in Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in 
the flesh.” 

The Abrahamic Church had a “ seal’ of the righteous- 
ness of faith. “‘ The Christian Church is the same : has 
the Christian Church a seal of the righteousness of faith ? 
If the Scriptures may be trusted, it has: baptism, signi- 
fying the same thing as circumcision, and, in so many 
words, called the circumcision of Christ.” 

It is manifest, therefore, that baptism is substituted 
for circumcision : 

Iv 1s A SEAL OF THE SAME COVENANT ; 

ORDAINED FOR THE SAME CHURCH 3 

Ir MEANS THE SAME THING ; 

Ir Is EMPLOYED FOR THE SAME USE: 

WHILE CIRCUMCISION IS PASSED AWAY. 

Here is the reality of substitution. If any dislike the 
word substitution, I care not to dispute for the word. 
Baptism is a sign, and but a sign; used as a seal ; hold- 
ing the same place ; having the same meaning ; fulfilling 
the same use; under the same covenant; and in the 
same Church : while circumcision is passed away. Here 
is the reality of substitution. If any dislike the word, 
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let the word be dropped : the reality remains, based upon 
the word of God. Baptism is now, what circumcision 
was once—a seal of the righteousness of faith, and of 
God’s promise to be the God of such, and of their seed 
after them. Christianity has no other sign or seal of the 
righteousness of faith.* ; 

Now what would those, who received the command 
to apply this new seal, understand with regard to the 
subjects to whom it was to be applied ? They well un- 
derstood the Abrahamic and the Christian Church to be 
one and the same: built on the same covenant, saved 
with the same faith, and regarded in the word of God as 
one and the same Church. © Circumcision, the seal of the 
righteousness of faith, was, by divine command, applied 
to children. When a Gentile was proselyted, the same 
seal was applied to him and to his children. In every 
covenant and promise of God, their children had been 
included : and this fact must have deeply impressed their 
minds, that everywhere throughout the law and the pro- 
phets, God was still accustomed to join in the same poli- 
ty the parents and the children. To exclude the children 
is a strange thing, especially from a seal of the same 
covenant, which still retained in its promises the blessings 
promised to children. Here is a new seal of the same 
covenant—the same covenant, only enlarged, extending 

* It has been objected that circumcision was applied only to 
males. Might not this be among the reasons for a change of the 
seal? A distinction was made between male and female under 
the Mosaic dispensation, as between Jew and Greek, bond and 
free ; but under Christ this distinction was abolished, “ There is 
neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free ; there is 


neither male nor female.” Hence—the seal remaining—there was 
a necessity for changing its form. 
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the blessing of Abraham to the Gentiles through faith. 
Does the ratification and the enlargement of the covenant 
cut off the children, while nothing is revoked and 
nothing changed save the form of the seal? Here is a 
new form of the seal, but it has the same signification. 
The command is—‘ Go teach’’ (make disciples of) “ all 
nations, baptizing them.” Had the command been—go 
preach to the gentiles—the “‘ Gospel” which was before 
preached to Abraham, Gal. iii. S—circumcising them ; 
“ he that believeth” and is circumcised “ shall be saved ;”” 
there could be no possibility of doubting that the infants 
of believing parents are to be included. But how is the 
case altered when they are to apply another sign of the 
same design and signification? Is the case altered at all ? 
Will they not understand it as referring to the same sub- 
jects? So they mustnaturally understand it : such would 
be its inevitable interpretation, unless there were an ex- 
press exception of such infants in the command. With- 
out some warrant, it is, methinks, impossible that the 
disciples would presume to take away from parents and 
children the privileges granted to them by the charter of 
Jehovah. These of necessity stand till Jehovah himself 
takes them away. The chartered privileges remaining 
to them, the seal of that charter, as it was once theirs, 
wouldremain, even though the form of the seal be chang- 
ed. 

This has been illustrated by a homely similitude, and 
yet a similitude so much in point that I will copy it. 

A man orders his servants to mark the sheep of his 
flock with a bloody sign; and is careful to add, see that 
you apply this sign to all the lambs also. Afterwards, he 
sees fit to dispense with the bloody sign made with a 
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knife in the flesh, and ordains that his servants mark his 
sheep with paint: but he says nothing about the lambs. 
Will those servants, because the marking is a “ positive 
institution,” argue that the lambs are no longer to be 
marked? As they buy more sheep with lambs, will they 
mark the sheep, but say they have no warrant for marking 
the lambs? The contrary. And so, from the very cir- 
cumstances of the case, the disciples of Christ, under- 
standing the design and import of baptism, and having 
been previously accustomed to extend another sign, of 
the same import and use, to children, would naturally in- 
terpret the command to baptize, as implying the baptism 
of infants. Had it been objected, that men are to believe 
and be baptized; and that even “ saving faith” is to go 
before baptism in the case of adults, they would still re- 
member, that infants could no more believe in Abraham’s 
day than they cannow ; and yet, at God’s command, they 
received “ circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of 
faith ;” and that the objection would have had precisely the 
same force against circumcision then, that it has against 
baptism now. They would have remembered, moreover, 
that if the want of a capacity for “ believing”? should 
hinder baptism, the same reasoning would prove that they 
cannot be saved : since the Gospel says, “ He that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved ;” “ He that believeth not, 
shall be damned ;?’ and infants cannot believe. But a 
reasoning which proves too much, and proves what is 
false, proves nothing at all: and the objection falls to the 
ground. 

Another circumstance would have had weight upon 
their minds in all questions touching the relations of 
children under the Gospel dispensation. Some parents 
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once brought little children (infants, says Luke xviii. 15) 
to Christ, that he should lay his hands on them and bless 
them. His disciples forbade them. They understood 
that Christ’s kingdom was to rest upon faith in the soul, 
and upon the intelligent obedience of men to his precepts ; 
but how could children have this faith or this knowledge ? 
They appear to have come to the same conclusion con- 
cerning bringing little children to Christ that he might touch 
them, that many in these days arrive at concerning the 
baptism of little children ;—“‘ what good can it do to an 
unconscious babe?’ At all events, they forbade these 
parents to bring their infants to Christ for this purpose. But 
Christ rebuked them ; he called the little children to him ; 
he took them in his arms ; he blessed them ; he said, “ Suf- 
fer little children to come unto me, and forbid them not ; for 
of such is the kingdom of Heaven.” He meant by the 
kingdom of Heaven, either his earthly Church or his 
heavenly ; it matters not which for the argument. If the 
heavenly Church is, in part, made up of such, then this 
was a sufficient reason for Christ why he should take 
them in his arms and bless them, and rebuke those who 
would forbid them to be brought to him. It is the very 
reason that he alleged; and he himself drew these con- 
clusions from the reason. What an argument for bring- 
ing little children to Christ now—that he may seal them 
as his own; and that visibly as he did when he took them 
in his arms! But if by “‘ Aingdom of Heaven” he meant 
his “ earthly Church,” then the argument is at an end: 
they are to be baptized on this express warrant. 

Those who wish to prevent this passage from bearing 
on the question at issue say, that by the words “ of such,” 
our Lord meant—not of such infants, but of such “ sim~ 
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ple-hearted and humble persons” is the kingdom of hea- 
ven. This would be a good reason why “ simple-heart- 
ed and humble persons” should not be forbidden to come 
to Christ ;—but the fact that ‘‘ simple-hearted and hum- 
ble” adults belong to the kingdom of God, is no reason 
why Christ should take infants in his arms and bless 
them. 

It is said, we forget that Jesus did not baptize them. 
No, we do not forget that “‘ Jesus himself baptized not, 
but his disciples.” It is not necessary for us to assert 
or to suppose that these infants were baptized at all. 
Christ’s disciples were sent at first to preach, not a Re- 
demption completed, but to preach, saying, “The king- 
dom of heaven is at hand.” Their final commission was 
after the resurrection of our Lord ; and at that time he 
instituted his baptism, which appears to be essentially 
different from the baptism practised before. The disci- 
ples of Christ baptized newly made disciples before this, 
butit seems to have been John’s “ baptism of repentance,” 
Acts. xix. 4, and not the baptism instituted by Christ as 
the new seal of his covenant. Grant it, if our brethren 
please, that these infants were not baptized.* This con- 
duct of Christ, and this rebuke which he administered to 
those who would forbid infants, would at least teach his 
disciples no more to reject infants from the blessings of 
the Christian religion, under the notion that infants ean- 
not believe. It would teach them no more to forbid pa- 


* Though as much is said of their baptism as there is of the bap- 
tism of any particuLar adults from this time forward during the 
life of Christ, or indeed during the previous part of his ministry, 
no particulary cases are mentioned. Silence in one case proves as 
much as in another, 
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rents to bring them to Christ for his blessing. It would 
teach them to be cautious how they forbade infants from 
the privileges which God had chartered to them in his 
covenant. It was designed to teach them how Christ 
regarded infants ; and the remembrance of this would ne- 
cessarily bear upon the interpretation which they would 
give with regard to the application of the new seal, 
whether to apply it to infants or not. 

But how they did in fact interpret the law, Icome now 
to show under the third head. 

Ill. “* That the children of believers, as they were con- 
nected with the Abrahamic Church, are recognized in the 
New Testament as sustaining the same relation to the 
Christian Church. 

“ For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, 
and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband, else 
were your children unclean, but now are they holy.” 1, 
Cor. vii. 14. Of course this cannot mean that the chil- 
dren are spiritually holy, simply because one of the pa- 
rents is a believer. The word holy here, is the opposite 
of unclean with which it is contrasted. And the word 
unclean (the same in the original language as well as ours) 
is usedin Acts x. 14, 15, 28, and Acts xi. 3,8, 9, in a way 
which fully explains the use of it here. Peter was to 
be prepared to go and instruct and baptize Cornelius, a 
Gentile. A vision was given him, of a great sheet, knit 
at the four corners, wherein were all manner of four- 
footed beasts, and creeping things, and fowls of the air. 
And there came a voice to him, saying, Rise, Peter, kill 
and eat. But Peter said, Not so, Lord, for I have never 
eaten anything that is common or uNcLEAN. And the 
voice spoke to him again; What God hath cleansed that 
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cal] not thou common. So Peter answered the messen 

ger of Cornelius, God hath showed me, that I should no 
call any man common or UNCLEAN. But for going te 
Cornelius, a Gentile, they that were of the circumcision 
contended with him (as Peter might have done with 
another man, had he not been better instructed by the 
vision)—saying, thou wentest in to men uncircumcised, 
and didst eat with then. Then Peter rehearsed the mat- 
ter from the beginning, and told how the voice answered 
from heaven, saying, What God hath cleansed, that call 
not thou common. The point is this: to the Israelites, 
the Gentiles had been considered as unclean, out of the 
pale of their society, and debarred from the covenant and 
worship of the people of God: or, as Paul expresses it, 
Eph. ii. 12—22, “ Gentiles in the flesh,—strangers rRom 
THE COVENANT OF PROMISE.” 

With this explanation turn to the passage under con- 
sideration ;—“* Else were your children unclean””—cut off 
from the commonwealth of Christ’s visible Church, and 
debarred from the seal of the covenant, as Pagans ; or, 
as says Marrnew Henry, “ They would be heathen, out 
of the pale of the Church and covenant of God.” The 
Apostle bases his argument upon a fact which he as- 
sumes as well known pee universally recognized in prac- 
tice ; that the children of believing parents are so far a 
« Holy seed,”’—and in that sense “holy” (as opposed 
to dacionn) Fe-that they are entitled to the covenant 
privileges belonging to the “household” of faith. Dod- 
dridge says (and with him agree the great mass of the 
most distinguished commentators, as well as the great 
mass of the Christian world)—“ On the maturest and the 
most impartial considerction of this text, 1 must refer it to 


INFANT BAPTISM. 165 


Infant Baptism.” Indeed, this is the natural interpreta- 
tion of the passage, and the most rigid scrutiny of the 
use of the words in the original language not only bears 
ont this interpretation, but condemns every other that has 
been advanced. And so surely does this natural inter- 
pretation prove Infant Baptism to be an ordinance of God, 
that opposers of the crdinance have felt that there is no 
relief but to set aside the interpretation. I have read 
many subtle and earnest comments and essays, writtén 
with much talent and pains,—to set-aside this interpreta- 
tion ; but I have not yet found one which attempts to re- 
concile it with a denial of the ordinance. 

The many ingenious, jarring, and mutually destructive 
glosses, which have been put upon this passage to avoid 
the dreaded conclusion, show how sensibly they feel the 
difficulty ; and how hard they find it to hit upon one 
which shall seem tenable or plausible to all even among 
themselves. The one most commonly received and re- 
lied on is that of the famous Dr. Gill; which supposes 
the Apostle to mean, ‘‘ Else were your children ¢@llegiti- 
mate, but-now are they legitimate.” The absurdities of 
this gloss are manifold and palpable. It is sufficient to 
mention one or two. 1. The terms which he renders 
“ legitimate” and “ illegitimate” have no such meaning 
anywhere else in any author, sacred or profane ; of course 
the rendering is a sheer invention,—the effort of a subtle 
wit to extricate itself from an unpleasant difficulty. It is 
impossible that those to whom the Apostle wrote should 
understand him to mean so. It would be just as much 
to the point, and no grosser license, to render the-word, 
“¢ Klse were your children cripples, but now are they 
sound.”? 2. The closs proceeds upon the ineffable absur- 
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dity of proving the lawfulness of the marriage by the 
legitimacy of the children. A conclusion, to avoid 
which such absurdities must be encountered, is surely 
irresistible. 

While the substance of this gloss is retained in the 
text of the ‘ Scripture Guide to Baptism,” published by 
“the Baptist General Tract Society,” another gloss is in- 
troduced in a note (in some editions, in the Appendix) by 
the authority of the “‘ Directors” of the Society. Both 
glosses cannot, of course, betrue. By which they intend 
to abide, I know not—whether by the text or note: or 
which they wish us to receive and hold as the truth ; or 
whether to plant a foot on each, as doubting whether 
either is sound: or whether to retain both, that one may 
meet some minds that are not met by the other. The 
note proposes to consider the passage not as referring to 
the lawfulness of the marriage or to the legitimacy or 
illegitimacy of the children, but to consider it as though 
the argument were, Jf a believer put away a wife or a 
husband as an unbeliever, he must put away his children 
also. But this is not the argument. The argument of 
the Apostle is the reverse of this. He assumes that the 
children are holy or clean: and from this fact. assumed 
as admitted and well known, be convinces the Corin- 
thians that the believing husband need not put away his 
unbelieving wife, since, in that case, a consequence would 
follow, which (he assumes) THEY KNOW CANNOT FOLLOW. 
The argument of the ritual holiness of the children, is 
based upon the fact of such children’s having been 
treated as a “ Holy seed’? connected with the Church of 
God. The reference, in such case, can be to no other than 
to Infant Baptism so notoriously practised in the Church. 
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I cannot but think, had the Apostle meant to say 
what the note represents him as saying, that rather than 
leaving that meaning to be inferred by a course of reason- 
ing which requires so many ages to produce one mind 
even to guess it out, he would have said so directly, in- 
stead of using the circuitous way of talking about “ un- 
clean” and “ holy ;” words which would naturally mis- 
lead his hearers, which actually misled the ancient 
church, as well as so many modern believers, and indeed 
the great mass of the whole Christian world ; for in truth 
there are as yet few even among the Baptists, that have 
ever understood the passage according to the tenor of the 
note in question. 

The common. interpretation, therefore, stands: and I 
adduce this text as evidence that as the children of be- 
lievers had been joined in covenant privileges with the 
Abrahamic Church, they are recognized in the New 
Testament as sustaining the same relation to the Chris- 
tian Church. 

Turn now to another source of argument. But first 
let me make some preliminary remarks to show the value 
of the evidence, and to vindicate it from objections that 
have been raised against it. ~ 

The Sabbath was instituted at the creation : and though 
weeks are mentioned in the sacred history, the Sabbath 
is not again mentioned till Moses: yet how important 
the Sabbath was considered in the sight of God is well 
known. Again, it is not mentioned from the time of 
Joshua till the reign of David, and yet (as says Dr. 
Humphrey), “ It will be admitted that, beyond all doubt, 
‘the pious Judges of Israel remembered the Sabbath day 
to keep it holy.” Mereoyer, the Bible says nothing of 
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circumcision from a little after Moses till the days of 
Jeremiah, a period of eight hundred years ; yet doubtless 
circumcision was practised all the while. 

In like manner, our Missionary Herald, each volume 
of which is twenty times as large as the book of Acts, is 
now in the progress of the 36th volume. In the whole 
of these, containing the journals of so many Missionaries, 
narrating every important incident with so much minute- 
ness, and continued for so many years, there are very 
few instances mentioned of Infant Baptism. Ihave not 
the means at hand of ascertaining how many, but though 
T have long been familiar with them, and have long ob- 
served the fact with some curiosity, and have specially 
examined not a little, Iam not able to find or to call to 
mind more than a very few instances previously to the 
last two years.. But we know that the Missionaries of 
the American Board are all Pedo-baptists. The paucity 
of these records of infant baptisms in their letters does 
not prove that they de not baptize infants: we know they 
do; and once in a while the fact is mentioned, but it is 
rare, though their converts amount to many thousands. 

Suppose now, that, at the present time, you find a 
pamphlet of some twenty or thirty pages, like a single 
monthly number of the Missionary Herald, only half as 
iarge—covering the ground of some fifty years, and 
giving an account of the doings of some Missionaries of 
whom you have never heard before. The question is 
asked, Are they Baptist Missionaries ; or do they baptize 
the infant children of believing parents? On examining 
the pamphlet we find such records as these: at such a 
time “I baptized—in the night—a Jailor and all his :” 
at such a time “ Lydia and her household:” at such a 
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time, “I baptized also the household of Stephanas.” 
Nothing is said as to whether they were all adults, or 
whether, as is more common, there were children in these 
households. Only this is certain, that if there were 
children they were certainly baptized. Suppose further, 
that at this crisis we discover copious letters .of these 
Missionaries, written to their converts from heathenism ; 
in which letters they use the term household just as we 
do the word family. Are they Baptist Missionaries 2 
The presumption is that they are not. You find a diffi- 
culty, which must be removed before you can believe 
that they are Baptists. Moreover, you take the journals 
of the Baptist Missionaries of fifty or a hundred times 
the size of this newly discovered pamphlet, and a hundred 
times more full. You do not learn that they ever give 
an account of the Baptism of a single household: though 
you can understand how desirable it would be to make 
such a record as frequent in their journals as possible : 
and how readily they would be brought forward in argu- 
ment as often as they might eccur. 

You now make another discovery: viz.—that these 
unknown Missionaries consider the Abrahamic and the 
Christian Church the same. Now let ene passage be 
found in a single letter of theirs to one of their Churches 
gathered from heathenism, to this effect: “ The unbe- 
lieving wife is sanctified by the husband, and the un- 
believing husband is sanctified by the wife, else were 
your children unclean, but new are they holy :” let it be 
proved that they familiarly use these terms in the Jewish 
sense :—let but one such passage as this be found, and the 
question is settled THEY BAPTIZE CHILDREN. Who could 
ask for more convincing proof, unless he is determined 
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that nothing shall prove it, save an express declaration in so 
many words, ora miracle? I might appeal to any man 
accustomed to sifting and weighing evidence in our courts 
of justice, is not this valid proof of the fact? Were 
it a question of fact to be decided by mere impartial 
jurors in our courts of law—whether these Missionaries 
practised Infant Baptism ; could there be a doubt how— 
on this evidence—the question would be decided ? Could 
there be a doubt that the verdict would be, These men 
believe in Infant Baptism and practise it? 

Make it known now, that these men are the Apostles 
of our Lord, acting under the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit ; and the interpretation of the law of baptism, which 
extends baptism to the infants of believing parents, has a 
divine warrant : and Infant Baptism, is an ordinance of 
God. 

Strong as this evidence is, it is further corroborated in 
the fact, 

IV. That the whole Church received INFANT BAPTISN— 
AS SEVERAL OF THE EARLY FATHERS DECLARE, AND AS THE 
CHURCH AT LARGE BBLIEVED,—FROM THE APOSTLES ; AND 
THAT THE WHOLE CHURCH, TOGETHER WITH ALL SECTS OF 
HERETICS, PRACTISED IT, WITH NOT A MAN TO RAISE HIS 
VOICE AGAINST ITS DIVINE WARRANT FOR MORE THAN THIRTY 
GENERATIONS AFTER Curis. 

Some of the apostles and evangelists were spared to 
the Church a long time, and the interval between the last 
of them and the earliest of the Christian fathers is very 
brief. Thus, Peter and Paul lived till about a. D. 68; 
Jude, Thomas, and Luke, till about a. p. 74 ; and John 
lived till about.a. p. 100. 


Before this last date Justin Martyr was born, in the 
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midst of Christians, at Neapolis in Samaria. About 40 
years after the death of John he published his first Apo- 
logy for the Christians, addressed to Antoninus Pius. In 
that Apology he says, ‘“‘Many persons of both sexes, some 
sixty, some seventy years old,-were made disciples to 
Christ from childhood” (e% a1dov)—the same word that 
Luke uses where he says, Jesus took infants in his arms. 
‘On this passage, President Dwight justly remarks that 
“there never was any other mode of making disciples 
from infancy except by baptism.” Dr. Pond also says, 
“they were doubtless made such (disciples) by bap- 
tism :” for the same word, ‘‘ made disciples” (suoetev6y- 
gay), is used by Christ in the commission, ‘ Go and dis- 
ciple all nations, baptizing them.” 
Treneus was born about the time of Justin. He was 
a pupil of Polycarp of Smyrna, who had been a pupil of 
the Apostle John. Irenzus says, “I can describe the 
spot on which Polycarp sat and expounded ; his going 
in, and coming out; the manner of his life ; the figure 
of his body ; the sermons he preached to the multitudes ; 
how he related to us his converse with John, andthe rest 
of those who had seen the Lord; how he mentioned 
their particular expressions, and what things he had 
heard from them of the Lord; of his miracles and of his 
doctrines.”* Irenzus says, ‘‘ Christ came to save all 
persons by himself; all I say, who by him are regenerat- 
ed unto God ; infants, and little ones, and youths, and 
elder persons.” He constantly employs the term rege- 
nerated, for baptized ; and so means here : thus, when 
speaking of our Lord’s authorizing his Apostles to bap- 
tize, he says, “‘ When he gave his disciples the power 


* Gray, p. 57 t Ibid., p. 58. 
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of regenerating unto God he said unto them, Go teach all 
nations, baptizing them.” Justin uses the term in the 
same sense ; speaking of the baptism of the Christian 
converts, he says, “They are conducted by us to a 
place where there is water, and are regenerated in the 
same manner in which we were regenerated; for they 
are then washed in the name of God the Father and Lord 
of the universe, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of 
the Holy Spirit.* 

Whether these fathers meant by “ regenerated,” what 
some later ones did mean, that baptism confers an inward 
regeneration, so that those who are baptized are simul- 
taneously and inwardly regenerated by the Holy Ghost, 
it is foreign to my purpose now to inquire. Whatever 
were their views of doctrine, they are certainly good wit- 
nesses with regard to a matter of fact, viz., whether 
infants were in their day baptized: and such is the clear 
import of their testimony. 

Tertullian was born a little later than Treneus, about 
A.D. 145. He ran into all manner of vagaries of doc- 
trine ; but this invalidates not his testimony with regard 
to a matter of fact, whether thé Church in his day bap- 
tized infants. He advises the delay of baptism not only 
in the case of children, but of youths and unmarried peo- 
ple. In the case of little children he says, “For what 
need, except in case of necessity, that their godfathers 
should be in danger?” Because they may “either fail 
of their promises by death, or they may be deceived 
by a child’s proving of a wicked disposition.” He suppos- 
ed that the act of baptism washed away sins; and there- 
fore would have not only infants, but youth and unmar- 


* Gray, p. 58. 
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ried persons delay, till they should be less exposed to 
temptations, that they might have the greater benefit of 
the baptism, and have a smaller score of sins to answer 
for afterwards.* He says of infants : ‘‘ What need their 
innocent age make such haste to the forgiveness of sins” 
( viz. by baptism). He thus fully recognizes the practice 
of Infant Baptism as in common use. “ And speaks against 
it,” say our Baptist brethren.—True, he does: but he 
speaks against it as against a thing incommon use. The 
question is not whether Tertullian is against it or for it; 
but whether it was in use in his day. He does not pre- 
tend that baptism is an innovation, or unlawful, or that 
it had not been in use from the days of the Apostles. He 
pleads for delay, on the eround of advantage, and on the 
same ground pleads that youths and unmarried persons 
would be gainers by delay. He places the reason for 
delay, in both instances, on the same ground. But surely 
our-Baptist brethren will not receive his reasons for delay 
in either case. His testimony to the fact remains ; the 
more unquestionable for its being incidental, and for his 
whimsical bias against it. 

Origen was born 185 years after Christ. In his homily 
on Luke xiv. he says, ‘ Infants are baptized for the for- 
giveness of sins.” Again in his homily on Levit. viii. he 
says, ‘‘ What is the reason why the baptism of the Church 
which is given for the remission for sins, is by the usage 
of the Church given to infants also 1” He is endeavor- 
ing to establish the doctrine of original sin, and adduces 
the practice of Infant Baptism as a proof of it. Again, 


* Among other strange notions that he fell into, one was, that 
sin after baptism could never be pardoned.—Hence he advised the 


delay of baptism. 
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in his comment on Romans: “ For this also it was, that 
the Church had from the Apostles a tradition to give bap- 
tism to infants.” 

Ambrose, Chrysostom, Cyprian, and Gregory Nazian- 
zen speak expressly of the practice of Infant Bap- 
tism. 

Augustine, in reference to the Pelagians, says, “ Since 
they grant that infants must be baptized, as not being 
able to resist the authority of the Church which was 
doubtless delivered by our Lord and his Apostles, they 
must consequently grant that they stand in need of the 
benefit of the mediator.”’> 

Again, Augustine against the Donatists, speaking of 
the baptism of infants, says, “ Which the whole body of 
the Church holds, as delivered to them, in the case of little 
infants baptized,—and yet no Christian man will say they 
are baptized to no purpose.” 

Augustine again:—“ The custom of our mother 
church in baptizing infants must not be disregarded nor 
accounted needless, nor believed to be anything else than 
an ordinance delivered to us FROM THE APOSTLEs.”’§ 

Again he declares that he “never met with any Chris- 
tian, either of the general Church or of any of the sects, 
nor with any writer who owned the authority of the Scrip- 
tures, who taught any other doctrine than that infants are 
to be baptized for the remission of sin.” He declares 
that it was not instituted by councils, but was always in 
use.|| 

Now, in opposition to the testimony of these witnesses, 
we have the Tract,—“‘ Tue Scriprure GuipE To Bap- 


* Gray, p. 64. t Ibid. t Dr. Miller, pp. 36, 37. 
§ Miller on Baptism, p. 37. || Ibid. 
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vis,” published by ‘¢ THe GENERAL Baptist TRAcT 
Society :” and this Tract says, “‘ Our principles are as 
old as Christianity. Persons holding our distinctive 
principles, 7. e. the baptism of believers only, have ap- 
peared in all ages of the Christian era. From Christ to 
nearly the end of the 2d century, there were No OTHERS” 
(thé word “no others” in capitals) ; “at least, if there 
were any, their history isa blank. After Infant Baptism 
was introduced, many opposed it.” So says this tract 
by Pengilly. Round assertion! But on what proof? 
Not a scrap is offered; and that for the best of all rea- 
sons, there is no such evidence in the world. It has 
been sought ; most ardently has it been longed for ; but 
there is none ; no—none even to hang a pretence upon. 
It is asserted that none practised Infant Baptism till near 
the end of the second century: but do they pretend to tell 
how it was introduced then ; and that so quietly as to be 
everywhere received in Europe and Asia, and all along 
the coast of Africa, and throughout the Christian world ; 
and nobody know but that they had always practised it 
from the days of the Apostles ! No—not one poor lisp ; 
—not a syllable to show how or when it was introduced ! 
It is asserted, that “‘ when it was introduced many did 
not receive it,and many opposed it.” Who did not 
receive it?. The Fathers declare they never heard of 
such a man; nor do our Baptist brethren attempt to say 
who. Who opposed it? Echo answers, Who? Our 
Baptist brethren do not attempt to tell who. But the 
«¢ General Tract Society” of the denomination send out 
this Z'ract to assert in round terms that “‘ to nearly the end 
of the second century, there were No oTHeRs” than Bap- 
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tists on the question of baptizing infants, and, that “ after 
Infant Baptism was introduced, many opposed it !” 

But let us go on with the testimony. Pelagius 
denied the doctrine of original sin, and was pressed with 
the absurdity of Infant Baptism on his principles. Could 
he have denied Infant Baptism, or shown it to be a cor- 
ruption, it would have relieved him from his difficulties 
and given him a signal triumph. He was a man of great 
abilities and great learning, and had travelled the Christian 
world over. He and his coadjutor, Celestius, used every 
means to relieve themselves from the pressure of the 
question, “‘ Why are infants baptized for the remission of 
sins, if they have none?” With this argument, says 
Dr. Pond,* “ Pelagius and his abettors were much em- 
barrassed, and had recourse to a variety of evasions in 
order to escape from it.” But they never denied infant 
baptism. They never pretended that it was a corruption 
or innovation. On the contrary, Pelagius says, “ Bap- 
tism ought to be administered to infants with the same 
sacramental words which are used in the case of adults.”” 
“Men slander me,” said he, “as if I denied the sacra- 
ment of baptism to infants ;” and again, “ | NEVER HEARD 
OF ANY, nol even the most impious heretic, WHO DENIED 
BAPTISM TO INFANTS. } 

It is easy to see, from these extracts, that the Christian 
Church early slid away from purity in doctrine, and that 
many of the old Fathers were not very sound theol ogians. 
I adduce them not to prove a point in ¢heology by their 
opinion , Iadduce them, not to build Infant Baptism on 
their authority ; I adduce them as wttnesses to a matter of 

fact :—that from the time of the Apostles, Infant Baptism 


* Dr. Pond on Baptism, p. 107. + Dr. Pond on Baptism, p. 108, 
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was everywhere practised, and understood to have been 
received from the Apostles, with no man anywhere to lisp 
a breath in favor of a contrary supposition; but with the 
unbroken and uniform belief that its authority rested on a 
foundation none other than the practice of apostles who 
were inspired of God, 

If it had ever been a corrupt innovation, would there 
not have been somewhere some controversy about it 4 
Would all, everywhere, have so unanimously agreed 
to receive it? Would every trace of such innova- 
tion or such controversy have perished from history ; so 
that men living near the apostolic age, though under 
the strongest inducement to seek out such history, had it 
existed, could never be able to find the least trace or 
fragment of it, or even to suspect its existence! Could 
these things be so? Can you believe them to be so? 
Can you stretch your credulity to that point with ever 
so great an effort? But unless what is so improbable 
and incredible be certainly true, then Infant Baptism 
was practised by the Apostles, and rests for its authority 
upon the authority of God. Now we know how to in- 
terpret the command, “Go and teach (disciple) all na- 
tions, baptizing them ;’’—it means, ‘ Baptize believers 
and their infant children. It means, to observe the or- 
der of the ancient covenant: which made God the God 
of believers and of their seed after them. A flood of 
light is thrown upon the interpretation of such passages 
as represent Christ as taking little children in his arms, 
and saying, “‘of such is the kingdom of heaven.” It 
corroborates our understanding of those narratives which 
speak of the baptism of households. It corroborates the 
natural interpretation of that passage which says, ‘ The 
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unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the 
unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband, else were 
your children unclean, but now are they holy.” One 
by one, we have taken up these stones fitted by the 
chisel. They match together. We build on. They 
grow into an arch, as if formed by the Great Master 
Builder with that design. Nota stone is wanting. The 
keystone is driven. Each stone lends its aid to 
strengthen the whole. The work iscomplete. It stands; 
it will stand eternally ; and round its circling brow is 
graven as in letters sunk deep in the enduring rock, and 
illumined by the rays of heaven :—“ THE RapTisM OF 
THE INFANT CHILDREN OF BELIEVING PARENTS, RESTS FOR 


ITS FOUNDATION UPON NO LESS A BASIS THAN THE AUTHOR- 
ITy oF Gon.” 


V. 
INFANT BAPTISM. 


OBJECTIONS ANSWERED : ITS UTILITY VINDICATED. 


ROMANS lr. 1—3. 


What advantage, then, hath the Jew ? or what profit is there of 
circumcision? Much every way: chiefly because that unto 
them were committed the oracles of God. For what if some did 
not believe 2 shall their unbelief make the faith of God without 
effect 2 


Tue authority of Infant Baptism we have already con~ 
sidered. I shall now proceed to answer some objections 
which have been urged against the practice, and to 
vindicate its utility. _ 

Before I proceed to these points, however, I desire to 
say a little more with regard to the History of Infant 
Baptism. I proved, I trust to your satisfaction, that In- 
fant Baptism was practised from the times of the Apostles, 
with not a man to lift up his voice against the Divine 
authority of the practice, for the first four hundred years 
after Christ. 

But our Baptist brethren claim that the Waldenses 
maintained their views and rejected Infant Baptism. 

Now, granting that they did, we cannot trace the 


180 LAW OF BAPTISM. 


Waldenses up to the period of four hundred years after 
Christ, and their testimony cannot at all affect the matters 
already in proof. 

But the Waldenses are venerable witnesses; and 
though no testimony of theirs can affect the truth which 
we have already proved, and which. rests upon ground 
to which their testimony does not reach; still we are 
willing and desirous to hear what these venerable wit- 
nesses, the Waldenses, say. 

And here I quote from Dr. Miller.* He says, ‘It is 
worthy of particular notice that those far-famed witnesses 
for the truth, the Waldenses, did undoubtedly hold the 
doctrine of Infant Baptism, and practise accordingly.” 

What proof does Dr Miller bring for this assertion ? 
The best possible proof: their own “confessions of 
faith,” and other of their writings drawn up between the 
12th century and the period of the Reformation. “ In 
which,” says Dr. Miller, “ they represent their creeds 
and usages as handed down from father to son, for several 
hundred years before the Reformation.” 

‘And for this cause,” say the Waldenses, “ it is, that 
we present our children in baptism, which ought to be 
done by those to whom the children are most nearly re- 
lated, such as parents,” &e. Again, “ The things which 
are not necessary in baptism are exorcisms, the breath- 
ings—the sign of the cross upon the head or forehead or 
THE INFANT—the salt put into the mouth, the spittle into 
the ears and nostrils,” &e. 

Understanding that their Popish neighbors charged 
them with denying the baptism of infants, they acquit 


* On Baptism, pp. 33 and 40. 
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themselves thus: “ yet notwithstanding, we bring our 
children to be baptized.””* 

I now proceed to ANSWER OBJECTIONS } AND TO VIND!- 
CATE THE UTILITY oF INFant Baptism 


It is asked, “ What good can it do to sprinkle an un- 
conscious babe 2? 
If this be asked with regard to the effect of the bare 


* Dr. Murdock (Notes on Mosheim, Vol. iii. p., 228, 229) says, 
“It is a well-known historic fact, that in the 16th century, the 
genuine descendants of the old Waldensians, Wickliffites, and 
Hussites, who were numerous in France, England, &c., readily 
united with the Lutheran and the Reformed communities, and at_ 
length became absorbed in them; and TuatT veRY FEW, if any of 
them, ever manifested a preference for the Mennonite or For ANY 
oF THE ANTI-PHDO-BAPTIST sects of that age.”—“ And if we 
endeavor to trace the history of that grand peculiarity of all Men- 
nonites, their confining baptism fo adult believers, and rejecting 
infant Baptist altogether, we shall find, that at the time Menno 
first embraced it, it existed among the numerous Gunman ANaA- 
BAPTISTS but NOT AMONG THE WaALDENSES of France or Bohe- 
mia, who were then UNIVERSALLY BELIEVERS IN INFANT Baps 
tism.” “These Waldensian Pedo-baptists, moreover, declared 
that they held the same belief which their fathers had maintained 
for several centuries; and they appealed to their old books, to 
make good their assertions.” “There were, indeed, various 
mystical sects, tinctured more or less with Manichean views, in 
the 12th and following centuries, who rejected all water baptism, 
on much the same ground as the Quakers still do, and some of 
them assailed Infant Baptism especially, as being peculiarly unsuit- 
able and absurd.” There is also pretty good evidence that early 
in the 12th century, Péter Bruis,and his successor Henry, with 
their followers, the Petrobrussians and Henricans, did at first reject 
Infant Baptism, &c. ‘ But soon after, Peter Waldo arose, and gave 
birth to the proper Waldensians; and we hear no more of the 
Petrobrussians and Henricans. They probably gave up their 
opposition to Infant Baptism.” 
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act of sprinkling, I answer, no good. Nor does the bare 
act of baptizing an adult do any good, through any virtue 
in the act; sprinkle—pour—plunge—wash—scour—do 
what you will. The bare act has no virtue in it; and 
the bare water does no good, whatever be the mode of 
applying it; and no matter whether the subject of it be 
conscious or unconscious. 

But if God has commanded it, as a token—as a seal of 
his covenant—as a means of keeping parents and chil- 
dren and the world in mind of the great truth that the 
sins need to be washed away by “ the sprinkling of the 
blood of Christ ;”? and that the polluted soul, even of the 
infant, needs the “ washing of regeneration and the re- 
newing of the Holy Ghost ;” if God sees fit to appoint it 
as a sign of his covenant, as he appointed the bow in the 
cloud for the encouragement of men in another respect ; 
if he sees fit to appoint it for its salutary influence upon 
the parent’s heart, to encourage his prayers and his ef- 
forts for the spiritual good of his child; or if he sees fit 
to appoint it as an encouragement to piety by putting 
honor upon the piety of parents ;—or if to make his 
claim to the soul of that child, and, by affixing his seal, 
to challenge of him who has received it, love and duty 
through all the remainder of his life ;—or for whatever 
unknown and secret reason other than these, God has seen 
fit to appoint the sign; then it does good to obey God, 
even if there is no good done by the bare act. of baptizing 
an unconscious babe. Doubtless there are wise and im- 
portant reasons. Some important uses we can see and 
feel ; and though the baptism be not on the infant’s faith, 
yet how often did the Saviour grant healing to diseased 
children, on account of the faith and importunity of the 
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parents; as in the case of the Syrophenician woman, and 
of the Centurion, whose faith brought “healing even to his 
afflicted servant t 

The inquiry, then, “ What good can it do to the un- 
conscious babe,” in the first place, proceeds upon a 
ground which none of us, not even the objector, holds 
otherwise than as idle and false ; viz., that the bare act 
of baptizing, of itself, does good to anybody. In the 
second place, it is an appeal not to piety, but to infide- 
lity. In the third place, it proposes to men to inquire 
concerning what they hold as-an ordinance of Jehovah, 
‘¢ What good can it do?”? And if the question could 
carry its aim, and establish its principle, it would lead 
men to reject whatever commands of God, the reasons 
of which are not plain to their understanding. On this 
ground Abraham would never have left his father’s 
house: he would never have proceeded to offer up his son 
for a burnt offering. 

Surely, we shall not be driven from faith and duty by 
this illogical and infidel objection, how often soever 
our brethren may see fit to sound it in our ears! Sure- 
ly, it is not good to disobey God under the notion that 
he has required what can donogood! How easy would 
it have been to ask the same question with regard to 
circumcising infants’? How easy to pour out a torrent of 
ribaldry upon “ such” an ordinance as “ doing good” to 
an unconscious babe! How many worse things might 
have been said of it than are said of the ordinance which 
we sometimes hear ridiculed under the name of “ baby 
sprinkling ! Should the Patriarchs and their posterity 
therefore set it aside, and suffer themselves to be jeered 
out of God’s covenant promises for their children? 
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But again it is asked, “‘ Do you believe that infunts are 
lost if they die unbaptized 2” No,no,no! We believe no 
such thing: we fear no such thing. But shall we take 
it for granted that our infants are to die in infancy, and 
therefore disobey God, and exhibit our contempt for his 
covenant? If, peradventure, they should Jive, can we be 
sure that no effects of our discbedience and unbelief may 
come down upon them, either by the natural influence 
of that unbelief, or by the special displeasure of God 
upon those who break his covenant? Or if we may be 
sure of this, is it certainly best to disobey God ? 

But again, it is asked, “ Do you think baptism a regeé- 
nerating and saving ordinance? Do you think it sure that 
the children whom you baptize will ever be converted and 
saved ; at least in consequence of the baptism? And if not, to 
what profit is the baptism, if it neither converts nor ensures 
future conversion ; and if multitudes who are baptized are 
never converted or saved ?”” 

If we could not answer particularly to these inquiries, 
it would still be enough to be able to give this answer: 
“God has so instructed us: and it would be quite ag 
good an answer as Abraham could have given when he 
was about to do a greater thing, and when much harder 
questions might have been asked concerning the propri- 
ety of the act; to wit, when Abraham was about to 
offer up his son Isaac, as a burnt offering. 

But Paul shall answer these inquiries in detail. Ob- 
jectors argued of old as objectors argue now ; and while 
they meant no such thing, they have caused the Bible 
to be made all the richer ; just as all errors and heresies, 
and all the objections of infidels, subsequent to the age 
of revelation, have only served to bring out the truth 
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mo-e clear and glorious than it ever would have appear- 
ed in the eyes of the world. Who knows but these ob- 
jections were made, and answered, and recorded, to meet 
just such emergehcies as these? Who knows eae that 
God designs, through the spirited and persevering efforts 
by which our ea brethren shake the minds of some, 
and overthrow the faith of others, to establish his truth 
and his ordinances the more firmly, and to let his Church 
see more clearly than they ever would have seen, the 
Divine warrant, and the large benefits of his covenant, 
and of the application of its seal to their infant children ? 

The objection is, “ That the ordinance does neither 
convert, nor ensure conversion: that many who receive it 
are never converted in their lives : and that it seems useless, 
if not @ mockery, to apply a seal significant of inward 
cleansing, and implying a covenant of spiritual blessings to 
those who have not, and may never have the reality.” 

I think I have stated the objection as fully and as 
strongly as any can desire. 

Paul shall answer it, and turn the tables upon the ob- 
jector, by more thoroughly establishing the point than if 
it had never been questioned. 

In Rom. ii., he has been showing the Jew, that neither 
the law, nor the ¢ 
can save him, wi 
that same faith, tl 
Jew. Nay, more, all the seals and privileges are null to 
the Jew, if he be a “‘ breaker of the law ;” and if the Gen- 
tile aca the law, it shall be with him as though he had 
been circumcised. Thus, verses 25, 26, “‘ But if thou 
be a breaker of the law, thy circumcision is made uncir- 
cumcision; therefore, if the uncircumcision keep the 







nant, nor its seal, nor its promises, 
a we own onesie faith ; and by 
> Gentile may be saved as well as the 
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righteousness of the law, shall not his-uncircumcision be 
counted for circumcision :’’—and verses 28, 29, “ For he 
is not a Jew (i. e., a child of God), which is one out- 
wardly: neither is that circumcision which is outward in 
the flesh ; but he is a Jew which is one inwardly ; and 
circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit and not in 
the. letter, whose praise is not of men but of God.” 

Here, the conditions are as are supposed in the objec- 
tion against Infant Baptism. Those with the seal shall 
not be saved without their own personal qualifications ; 
and those without the seal shall be saved with those qualifi- 
cations. It is one God who shall justify the circumcision 
by faith, and the wncircumcision through faith. More- 
over, the seal is applied to those who are not converted 
by it; and many of them are not converted at all. 
Moreover, the seal is one significant of inward cleansing, 
“in the heart and in the spirit :”? and so connected with 
a covenant which has salvation for its end. 

The conditions are precisely the same as those supposed 
in the objections against Infant Baptism. Why apply a 
seal of such a signification, and of such a covenant, to 
them who are not inwardly cleansed by it, and who may 
never be converted at all? Is it not mockery 7 ? Atleast 
is it not useless 2 ae 

Paul had either heard the objection made, or his natu- 
ral forecast taught him it would be made; or rather— 
the Holy Ghost, to answer all such objections then and 
for ever, caused the objection to be started in the form 
of this inquiry, Rom. iii. 1-3, “ What advantage, then, 
hath the Jew? Or what profit is there of circumcision? 
(viz. if the circumcision does not convert him, nor en- 
sure that he shall be converted: and if the circumcised 


INFANT BAPT.sM. 187 


person cannot be saved on other Sonditions than the un- 
circumcised 2) ‘ Much every way,” answers the Apostle. 
Chiefly because that unto them were committed the oracles 
of God. For what if some did not believe ? (It was with 
the circumcised as with the baptized, some did not be- 
lieve ; and the unbelievers were lost as much as though 
they had been uncircumcised: just as unbelievers will 
be lost, though they may have been baptized.) “ For 
what if some did not believe? shall their unbelief make 
the faith of G'od of none effect? God forbid ; yea, let God 
be true, but every man a liar,” 

The unbelief of some, then, is no objection against the 
covenant of God, or against his faithfulness to that cove- 
nant: and notwithstanding the objection, there is every 
way MUCH profit of circumcision. It was still the seal of 
God’s covenant. A score of centuries after Jehovah’s 
promise to be the God of Abraham and his seed, the 
seed of Abraham “ as touching the election,” were “ be- 
loved for the FATHERS’ SAKE.” “And because he loved tuy 
FATHERS, he chose ‘THEIR SEED AFTER THEM :” and, Deut. 
vii., ‘ Know, therefore, that the Lord thy God he is 
God, the faithful God, which kcepeth covenant and 
mercy with them that love him and keep his command- 
ments, to a thousand generations.” 

The blessings of this covenant, it was foretold, should 
come upon the Gentiles. Abraham was to be the “ fa- 
ther of many nations.” The promise was to be “ sure to 
all the seed, not only to that which is of the law, but to 
that which is of faith.” Nay, the prophets who foretold 
the glory of Christ’s kingdom, when they spake in the 
most glowing strains, made mention of this same arrange- 
ment under the dispensation of Christ. Thus, Isa. Ixy. 
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17, and onward ; “ For behold J create new heavens: 
and a new earth: and the former shall not be remember- 
ed, nor come into mind. LEut be ye glad, and rejoice for 
ever in that which I create: for behold I create Jerusa- 
lem a rejoicing and her people a joy.”—“ They ‘shall 
not Jabor in vain, nor bring forth for trouble, Jor they are 
the seed of the blessed of the Lord, anv THEIR OFFSPRING 
WITH THEM.” 

Well might the Apostle Peter ery out, ‘For the pro-- 
mise is 10 you, AND TO YOUR CHILDREN, and to all that are 
afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call.” 
Well might Paul declare, “ And if ye are Christ’s, then 
are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the pro- 
mise.”? 

God appears to have designed to make a large use of 
the family influence in establishing and perpetuating the 
Gospel of salvation : in keeping alive on the earth Gospel 
truth and Gospel ordinances. For this reason he ordain- 
ed that the marriage relation should be limited to one hus- 
band and one wife. Thus, Mal. ii. 14, 15, “ Yet is she thy 
companion and the wife of thy covenant. And did He 
not make one? Yet had He the residue of the Spirit 
And wherefore one? TuHat HE MIGHT SEEK A GODLY 
SEED.” For the same end he established his covenant 
in the household of Abraham. For I know hin,” 
said the Lord, “ that he will command his children and 
his household after him ; and they shall keep the way of 
the Lord, to do justice and judgment : that the Lord may 
bring upon Abraham that which he hath spoken of him. 
On the same principle it is said, Ps. Ixxviii, 5-7, ** For 
He established a testimony in Jacob, and appointed a law 
in Israel, which he commanded our fathers that they 
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should make them known to their children; that the 
generation to come might know them, even the children 
which should be born ; who should arise and teach thém 
to their children: that they might set their hope in God, 
and not forget the works of God, but keep his command- * 
ments.” 

God was pleased to ordain that his blessing and the 
fruits of pious labor and of prayer should go together: 
and he graciously established and sealed this ordinance by 
covenant. The reason for the covenant and the seal re- 
maining, they remain. They remain enlarged and rati- 
fied in Christ to the end of time. Shall we be told that 
it does no good to remember this covenant ?—no good, 
as we look on the seal, to let the promise of the covenant 
encourage our hearts, and quicken our prayers? Has 
the Lord mistaken his appointment, and given an un- 
necessary covenant and a useless seal? Shall we con- 
clude so? Shall we so requite the Lord ? 

We cannot: for when we look we find that in the 
line of the seed of the promise (that of Gentile believers 
as well as that of the law),—in this line of the promised 
seed, have been found from age to age the mass of those 
who have been saved. God bestows his grace where 
he has given his covenant ; where he has deposited his 
word; where his ordinances are observed; and where 
the voice of prayer and of faith ascends. Pagan lands 
bear not the fruits of Christendom. Those places in 

‘Christendom, where the oracles of God, the preaching . 
of the word, and the ordinances are not, are not visited 
with showers of grace and blessed with a godly seed, 
like those places where the ordinances and the word are 
enjoyed. ae fathers of an ungodly community hand 
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down ungodliness and perdition to their children; and 
often upon their children’s children to the fourth gene- 
rabion are the iniquities of the fathers visited; no less by 
the laws of nature, than by the providence, a pemeord- 
ing to the word of God. The true worshippers of God 
bequeath their sanctuaries, their Sabbaths, and their Di- 
vine ordinances, to their posterity ; who have been im- 
bued with the principles of Divine truth, and trained up 
in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. There the 
grace of God showers down the influence of the Holy 
Spirit. From these are taken those who are to be the 
sons and daughters of the Lord Almighty. 

Shall we he told that all this is natural, and pertains not 
to the provision of the covenant? WuHo maDE IT NATU- 
RAL? Do not the arrangements which God has made 
in the natural world show as well as any other, what is 
his pleasure? And do not they show us here that it is 
his pleasure TO BE THE GoD OF BELIEVERS AND OF THEIR 
SEED AFTER THEM? Shall it be thought wonderful that 
he has ratified by covenant what he has appointed in na- 
ture? And if the covenant were to pass away, would 
not the great truth still remain true in nature, that God 
is pleased to be the God of believers, and of their seed 
after them? | 

But, is it all natural? Is there xo GRACE, in determin- 
ing who shall be the heirs of salvation 2 Shall we be told 
that the covenant is nothing, because God has arranged 
powerful means to secure the fulfilment of its promises ? 
Surely none can make this objection, who do not at the 
same time forget, that the grace of God which brings 
renewing and salvation to an individual soul, is quite 
beyond the effect of the most powerful means, and de- 


INFANT BAPTISM. 191 


pends upon the sovereign act of a sovereign God. In giv- 
ing his Spirit, he is sovereign ; and his sovereignty works 
in such a way as to fulfil the promise of his covenant. 
But when we look at this point more fully, the light 
breaks upon us in increasing splendor. An attention to 
facts shows that God does remember his covenant, and 
put honor upon its seal. From the published and offi- 
cial returns of the Congregational Churches of Connecticut 
to the General Association in 1834, it appears that two- 
thirds of all that were received to these Churches on pro- 
fession of faith, the preceding year, had been baptized in 
infancy. Struck with this fact, I was curious to add up 
the results for several years, and found them very near- 
ly the same. The results of an examination ot like 
reports of Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and of the 
General Association of New York, were not essentially 
different. About two-thirds of all those received to our 
Pedo-Baptist Churches on confession of faith, are such as 
were baptized in their infancy. But taking the whole 
field, the baptized children constitute, probably, not 
more than’ one-third of the children attached to the con- 
gregations of these Churches, or falling properly to no 
other denomination. The state of the case, then, is this ; 
out of one-third of a given population, two are hopefully 
converted, and brought into the Church, where there is 
one so converted out of the remaining ¢wo-thirds: a ratio 
of: four to one! What will this amount-to in the whole 
country ? What in the whole world? What will it 
amount to, if you trace it down to the end oftime? To 
a “ multitude which is as the sand by the sea-shore, in- 
numerable !” But in the Western and Southern parts 
of the country, the difference is more striking than in 
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N , r because the proportion of the members ~ 
of Church of Christ to the whole population is far 
less. And these results are witnessed, w! o much 
confident denunciation of Infant Baptism has | 
members of the Church to neglect it ; and le 
more to regard it as a mere ritual, rather than as the 
valuable seal of God’s covenant. Oh, what might have 
been done, had parents taken hold of that covenant with 
unwavering faith ; and, pleading the covenant, had taken 
encouragement from its promises, and from God’s faith- 
fulness, to be more earnest in the discharge of the duties 
which that covenant implies on the part of parents! 
Who is to answer for all this loss and harm? Who is 
to be responsible for teaching the Church of God to neg- 
lect and despise both the covenant and its seal ? 

But it is alleged that the children of Baptist families 
are blessed also. We are glad to believe it. We 
praise God for it. This proves that God is faithful to 
his covenant, even when his people have not the grace 
to own it, and give God thanks for it. It is the promise 
of the covenant that continues to them a godly seed. Is 
it not strange, while the fruit remains, that the tree 
should be accounted dead? But are they sure that 
the blessing follows in an equal degree that it would, 
did they acknowledge and plead the covenant? Are all 
these rich promises, these numerous and ample declara- 
tions, by which God engages to be the God of his peo- 
ple, and of their seed after them, so poor as to be thrown 
lightly away ; and that for the strange reason that God 
has arranged the means of fulfilling them, and does ac- 
tually fulfil them % 

If our brethren choose to reject the covenant and its 
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seal, will they not at least allow us and our children to 
enjoy itin peace? We have studied the matter as well 
as they. We have a conscience to answer as well as 
they. We have the Bible in our hands, and we know 
fully all the objections of our brethren. May we never 
enjoy in peace the ordinances which we truly hold dear, 
as granted us and enjoined upon us by the oracles of 
Godt Are we never to have done hearing it ridiculed 
as “‘ Popery,” “‘ superstition,” and ‘‘ mockery ?” Is no 
respect due to our understanding ?—none to our regard 
for the truth ?—none to our religious integrity, and to 
our fear of God? And yet, what we are often compelled 
to hear, and what is often and diligently thrown upon the 
members of our Churches to deter them from this holy 
ordinance, take the following from ‘‘ The New York 
Baptist Register” of May Ist as a specimen. 

‘‘If a parent is tempted to sprinkle his babe, he should 
remember, Ist, That he has no right to take advantage of 
the helpless state of his babe, and enslave it to usurpers ; 
2d, He has no right to countenance 2 mockery of Christ’s 
ordinances ; 3d, He has no right to dedicate his child in 
connection with a delusion ; it will make him feel as if 
the matter were done up fog life ; 4th, He has no right to 
countenance a deluded and crazed minister solemnly tel- 
ling a falsehood, however honest he may be in it, by say- 
ing, ‘I baptize thee,’ when he does no such thing ; and by 
saying he does it in the name of the Trinity, when it is 
not so; 5th, There are so many false principles in the 
transaction, he should stop and consider well; he that 
doubteth is condemned if he do it.. There is every rea- 
son to believe it to be a deception.””* 


* See the New York Evangelist of May, 30, 1840. 
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Fathers and mothers in the Church of God ; Have you ‘ 


ever felt, when you have claimed the privileges of the 
covenant for your children, that the mere application of 
the seal changed the hearts of these children or ensured 
that it would ever be done? Have you ever felt that, 
having done this, the matter was “done up for life 2” 
Were you so instructed in your childhood? Did you 
ever feel sot Fathers and mothers in this Church of 
God ; ye whose memories embrace the days of Benedict, 
Eaton, Swan, and Burnet ; have you ever heard such a 
doctrine taught from this pulpit? Has anything that 
could countenance such a notion ever fallen upon your 
ears in this house of God? I look around and see many 
youths from whom it is not many months since I heard 
the inquiry, What shall we do to be saved? Dear youths, 
did it ever enter into your minds, that because you had 
been baptized, the business was done up for life ; or that 
you were relieved at all from the necessity of being born 
of the spirit; of repenting and turning to God, if you 
would be saved 2 

I too am a parent. I know the hallowed and deep 
impressions of a parent in presenting his child to receive 
the seal of God’s covenant ; | know how strong is the 
impression made upon a parent’s. soul, that his offspring 
are the degenerate plants of a strange vine; fallen, de- 
praved beings, who must receive the inward washing of 
regeneration, of which the outward baptism is but the 
sign, or be lost. I know it comforts a parent’s heart, 
as he looks forward to the future life of that child, and 
forward to the se world; to be able to claim that 
blessed promise, “T will be thy God, and the God of thy 
seed after thee.”” I know how solemn is the impression 
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* made upon the parent's heart, of the covenant, which, in 


this transaction, he takes upon his soul, to train up this 
child in theinart ure and admonition of the Lord. 

It is vain for the world to inquire of the Christian, 
“ What is the use of takinz a morsel of bread and a lit- 
tle wine at the communion ’ Is there any benefit in a 
mere ceremony ?”? When the Christian has felt the pre- 
sence of the Saviour at his table; when his soul has 
been kindled into a near communion with Christ, as the 
simple emblems of his Saviour’s body and blood have set 
forth that Saviour’s love, and sufferings, and faithfulness 
in connection with the tenderness of that dying charge— 
“ This do in remembrance of me.?? O, it is vain then for 
the world to-ask him, What profitis there in a mere cere- 
mony? So with the parent who has felt the influence 
of that solemn act—the baptism of his child,—upon his 
own heart ; and when, in after days, he feels how it en- 
courages his faith, and deepens his sense of responsibi- 
lity. Vain is all the language of reproach and ridicule 
then. Men may deride dhis faith, aa well as reason 
against it. What then? Js there an article of his faith 
which has not been impugned and derided ; and that too 
by men bearing the Christian name? The divinity of 
his Saviour is denied ; the atonement is denied ; the re- 
newing of the Holy Ghost, and even his personal exist- 
ence is denied. ~The inspiration of the Bible is denied ; 
and now even the personal existence of the Godhead is 
denied ; and all these things by men who call themselves 
hy the name of Christ! If he is to yield every truth 
which is assailed, and abandon every point that is vehe- 
mently impugned and ridiculed, what has he left? His: 
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faith, his hope, his consolation, his Redeemer, his Sanc- 
tifier, his God, is gone. 

“Prove all things: hold fast that which is good.” 
This ground we have proved. We have listened to 
objections ; we have weighed arguments. These have 
not movedus ; how much less shall railing and reproaches 
move us from that which we have received to hold, as 
nothing less than an ordinance of the Most High God 2 

Let us believe. Let us obey. Let us not only be 
scrupulous to give our children the seal; but to teach 
them afterwards its import; to warn them how they 
slight its obligation, or undervalue its privileges. Let us 
made it the basis of our plea with our children, that they 
will not forsake the God of their fathers. Let us make 
it the ground of our plea with God, that he will give to 
our children the blessings of the covenant which are impli- 
ed in the seal. Let us ask these things of our covenant 
keeping and faithful God. Let our souls never cease 
from the throes of earnest desire, till Christ be formed in 
our children, the hope of glory. Then, when households 
meet around the throne of God, may the parents and the 
children rejoice together with exceeding joy ; and to the 
covenant mercy of God shall redound eternal praise. 

Are there believing parents who have been misled 
concerning the truth; or who, through the want of a 
proper understanding of the BS a or through un- 
belief concerning its utility, have Deiat to ae its 
blessings, and to affix the seal of the covenant upon their 
children? Have they now seen and understood the 
truth’? Then seize the privileges of the covenant and 
claim the seal for your children, if it yet remains within 
your power ; an! pray God not to visit your past un- 
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belief or negligence upon you or upon your offspring. 
Cast not away the privileges of that gracious covenant, 
which the Lord has deemed worthy of Him to offer to 
nis children as a precious boon from their Father and 
their God. 

Lct those who are parents, and not yet savingly in- 
terested in the covenant of grace, feel for their children 


~-as well as for themselves. Perhaps, the seal of the 


covenant was given to you. “ Perhaps, to you it de- 
scended from generation to generation, through an un- 
broken line of pious ancestry.” It was a token that 
God, the God of your fathers, was ready to be your God 
and the God of your children, if you would not by your 
own unbelief and guilt cast away the blessings of the 
covenant. Shall the line be broken in you? Think 
how many generations of the descendants of them who 
disowned the Messiah, and were broken off and rejected 
from being the people of God, have wandered away, and 
stumbled and perished on the dark mountains. Shall 
your children, and perhaps your children’s children, be 
thrown aside among the branches that are broken off? 
It is true, that noone of them will perish, but for his own 
sin. But how many a child, and how many children’s 
children do perish through the occasion and influence of 
an unbelieving and wicked father? I need only refer 
you to the influence of a Sabbath-breaker, an infidel, a 
scoffer, a profane, or lewd, or unprincipled man, upon 
the destinies of his children and more remote descend- 
ants. Can we be sure that there may be nothing like 
this in the influence of him who is the occasion of break- 
ing away from the covenant and its seal; and of cutting, 
his posterity off from privileges and means of grace which 
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the piety of his ancestors, from generation to generation, 
handed down to him? is there no such natural tendency 
or influence in the example of his unbelief?—none in 
his neglect of household prayer ?—none in the separation 
of him and all his, from the sacraments of the Church 
of God? Remember and fear that solemnadmonition of 
God to his covenant people of old— Because thou hast 
re ted knowledge, I will also reject thee,—seeing thou 
hast forgotten the law of thy God, I wll also forget thy 
children.” The branch may be broken off; but it is not 
for man to tell when it may ever please God to graft 
it in again. Oh! son--daughter—of the covenant! 
what consequences-—aside from the condemnation and 
ruin of your own soul—may arise from your unbelief, and 
descend in fruits of woe to generations that are yet unborn ! 
Let the a the covenant which was impressed upon 
you with the tender yearnings of parental faith remind you 
of the blessings that you cast away in remaining alienat- 
ed from God. Call not down upon your own head this 
double ruin. Break rot away from the cords with 
which God himself would draw you to salvation. De- 
feat not the prayers of a father’s faith, and of a mother’s 
love. Compel not the mercy, that waits to save you, 
to depart, and to give you up to the hand of justice, as 
one who, from the gates of heaven, would thrust himself 
down to the despair of hell. 

Children of the covenant ; ye who were in your infan- 
ey dedicated to God ; your parents by their acts bind 
you in secular matters. God and the laws of. society 
have given them this prerogative, not for their advantage, 
but for yours. It is, then, no unprecedented thing, 
when you are by your parents given upto God and 
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sealed with his seal. He claims this right in you; the 
neglect of your parents would not have altered his claim. 
But would you, if you could,—that when God had 
graciously given his covenant for their advantage and for 
yours, that they had thrown away the covenant and de- 
nied you the seal? Choose you, then, to throw away 
proffered blessings, and having thrown het away, to take 
your lot with the world, with no portion but in the uncove- 
nanted mercies of God? Had a rich friend, in your in- 
fancy, offered to leave you an estate, if your parent would 
in your behalf undertake the trustand execute the forms, 
would you that your parent had refused the gift; and 
especially if the condition of the gift had obliged him 
carefully to train you up igthe nurture and admonition 
of the Lord? Surely you would not be so unwise. 
Is the case altered when God himself is the giver, and 
proffers a richer portion than all the kingdoms of this 
world? Is God a foe to offer this covenant? Is your 
parent a foe to take and seal it? That seal is to you a 
token no less of privilege than of obligation. Will you 
throw these promises of God away? Will you deter- 
mine to renounce your baptism, and render it null? 
~You may; but not with ordinary guilt ; especially if 
from infancy you have been the child of prayers and tears 
to God for your salvation. Oh! how rich this boon of 
the covenant and its seal, which thus pleads with you, 
our children, to be the hildred of your father’s God! 
Will you disavow the covenant and the seal? Will you 
disown-the obligation which they impose on you to love 
and sérve J Aisvols: your father’s covenant God? You 
may be so infatuated ; ; but God will not for this release 
you from the obligation. You may sell your birthright 
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like Esau, but, like Esau, yow may find no place for re- 
pentance, though you seek it carefully with tears. 

O, God of our fathers! ourcovenant God! Save our 
children from such a doom as this! Seal them thine 
own, by working in their souls the'reality of that which 
is signified by the outward sign. Make them thine own 
by the washing of regeneration and the renewing of the 


Holy Ghost; and thy name shall have all the praise, 
reyer, Amen. 


% 


i Theology Library 


SCHOO! OF THEOLOGY 
AT CLAREMONT 


| ah foenia 
e 440074 
Z 65 


4 


ies) 
we 
He 
Oo 
Lf 











U . 
ou 
’ 
—— 
— P 
i 
e 











BV. Hall, Edwin, 1802-1877. 


811 An exposition of the law of baptism; as it re; 
H3 and the subjects. By Edwin Hall ... 4th ed. 
1850 New York, Baker & Scribner, 1850 £1846] 


20p 19”. 


1. Baptism. 1. Title. 


Library of Congress BV811.H3 


ee 
440074 ‘ 



































, a . . +e 
7 wre" P . - » - 
‘ : . 
« , 
% 
a ~ 
oe ’ eis ao 
a 
— - 
* * a q 
1 \ > ¥ 
Wr, ’ ; , . 
. 2 ‘ 
i by b 
i ad al 
* J “ 






















RA. 
teh ath 

ne WAM Es 
WE yee con 
nts ees elle dts So 





‘ 
ae FEST BY 9 ot cu rey, 
et ike ie BGh Hk g's 


PAS Gn MAN 





Wn ACOE A 9 Sache Are 


iii Pei y af 5 ROE 
yay ARTE ASR Pe! 
3 Eee 5 










uaa oghoree 
he 












eA 

Wiad xuerwarin ev 
PALA. wa 

Leads, Se 





REI Thy oR Ore aS ays 
Put eure, = UA Peve Gracey st 
Ue ene acne 
cepa oth hh ee + 
SARE MALTA Le 
es PW tek hk! 





At NN, 

Borate CEN See 

eneu eA od 
. 





Ned 
A rs 





Etinny 
































@ a 
ie 
wl 
el 
i 
oh i 
* 
= 
- 7 
— l 
; 





